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BRITISH GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
 Foreword 
This bibliography was begun some 43 years ago. It grew out of personal curiosity and was added 
to from time to time according to the compiler’s inclination. The work was brought to its present 
more comprehensive state at the behest of Andrew L. Morrison, archivist at the British 
Geological Survey, who conceived the idea of creating a web-based exhibition to mark the 
centenary of the first formal announcement of the Piltdown ‘discovery’ in December 1912. The 
bibliography complements the exhibition by providing, in its commentary, the information that 
was used to inform the ‘Piltdown Timeline.’ The exhibition itself was a joint venture between 
archivists at the British Geological Survey—which provided all the text and some images—the 
Natural History Museum, and the Geological Society of London. 
The Geological Survey played a small part in prompting the eventual exposure of the forgery by 
determining the true age of the Piltdown gravel; and it contributed to the subsequent scientific 




Were it not for repeated promptings and judicious bullying from BGS archivist, Andrew L. 
Morrison, this bibliography might never have achieved its present, more or less acceptable state. 
He is also thanked for bringing a number of useful items and pieces of information to my notice. 
John Farrant (Vice President, Sussex Archaeological Society) is particularly thanked for giving 
me privileged access to his recently published biography of Charles Dawson, a key player in the 
Piltdown affair. He also kindly supplied me with his detailed list of Dawson’s published works, 
along with other appendices that are still in the final stages of preparation at the time of writing 
(described herein under Farrant 2013). Professor J. Francis Thackeray (Director, Institute for 
Human Evolution, University of the Witwatersrand) is thanked for kindly supplying me with 
copies of his papers and for helpful discussion. 
The library staff at the British Geological Survey, Keyworth, and Sussex Archaeological Society, 
Lewes, are also thanked for their assistance. 
It is only fair also to record here the contribution of John Stevenson, ably assisted by Jacqueline 





Discussion on the Piltdown Skull — a painting by John Cooke, exhibited in the Royal Academy, 1915. 
The picture was presented to the Geological Society in 1932, by Dr C. T. Trechmann, F.G.S.,  and now 
hangs at the Society’s premises in Burlington House, Piccadilly. Back row, left to right:  Mr. F. O. 
Barlow, Prof. G. Elliot Smith, Mr. C. Dawson, and Dr. Arthur Smith Woodward;  front row:  Dr. A. S. 
Underwood, Prof. Arthur Keith, Mr. W. P. Pycraft, and Sir Ray Lankester.  (Reproduced courtesy of the 
Geological Society of London). 
 
Adapted extract from The Sussex Skull  by H. R. H. 
From the Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 15 February 1913 
Two hundred thousand years or so ― 
I don’t quite know how long ago 
This lady lived in the Sussex Weald 
Whose skull’s just lately been revealed. 
Amidst gravelly flints she long had lain 
Before she came to light again, 
And little did she ever think 
That she’d be called the “missing link.” 
The fair sex, in those days of yore, 
Had little chin, but lots of jaw. 
But this was chiefly used to crunch 
The roots and nuts they munched for lunch... 
This damsel’s wits were somewhat dull ― 
Note the great thickness of her skull, 
Its shape resembled ― as you see ― 
In most respects a chimpanzee. 
But of one thing we may be sure 
That she was once the Cynosure 
Of eager swains, whose deep-drawn sighs 
Evoked compassion from her eyes. 
And doubtless she would much delight 
When, for her favour, they would fight, 
Dealing each other mighty whacks 
And smashing blows with stony axe. 
The vanquished she aside would shove, 
And to the victor give her love. 
Just as, in modern times, we find 
Rude strength appeals to female mind... 
 
 
Note: The Piltdown skull was considered 
By A. S. Woodward to be that of a woman 
 
iv 
 1 Introduction 
‘Ever since the Piltdown man was shown to be a hoax about half a century ago, science has been 
haunted by the spectre of fraud. By and large, most researchers have felt themselves part of an 
honourable tradition of being seekers after scientific objectivity. And examples of trickery and 
deceit have been few and far between. However, recent studies have shaken this view and 
challenged it as at best complacent, at worst misleading. The major scientific crimes of 
fabrication, falsification and plagiarism may be only the tip of the iceberg and there is evidence 
of a much wider and deeper problem, not of outright fabrication of results but of distortion, 
omission and exaggeration.’ So wrote Stephanie de Bono in an article for the Telegraph published 
in 2005. This criticism was aimed primarily at the biomedical profession, but her warning could 
have been applied with varying degrees of justification to almost any scientific discipline. 
Furthermore, the often-made claim that scientific research proceeds in a rational way has been 
shown to be a myth. Thus, ‘Expectancy leads to self-deception, and self-deception leads to the 
propensity to be deceived by others. The great scientific hoaxes, such as the Beringer case and the 
Piltdown man...demonstrate the extremes of gullibility to which some scientists may be led by 
their desire to believe’ (Broad & Wade 1982; for Beringer see Jahn & Woolf 1963). 
Perhaps then, there are still lessons to be learned from Piltdown. Yet the lessons are not confined 
only to a proper understanding of the circumstances of the forgery and its ability to remain 
undetected for forty years! Since 1953, when the fraud was first exposed, we have seen the 
development of an entertaining but unworthy ‘whodunit’ industry, in which almost anyone with a 
link to Piltdown has been considered a suspect. The evidence put forward in these cases is often 
circumstantial and sometimes flimsy in the extreme. The arguments frequently demonstrate poor 
judgement, personal bias and a tendency toward tunnel vision on the part of investigators. Little 
wonder that some commentators have expressed exasperation at the whole messy business (e.g. 
Bowler 1987, Chippindale 1990). 
The list of suspects implicated in the Piltdown forgery has been said to number twenty-seven 
(Henderson 2003), although to the compiler’s knowledge no comprehensive list has yet been 
published. Turrittin (2006) examines sixteen of those directly accused. The following names, here 
given in alphabetical order, have been tainted  by accusation, in some cases supported by detailed 
arguments, in others noted in passing, and in a few instances put forward presumably in jest (in 
the last category may probably be included two ‘confessions’). These are: W. J. Lewis Abbott, 
Frank O. Barlow, W. R. Butterfield, C. P. Chatwin, Chipper the goose, Horace de Vere Cole, 
Charles Dawson, Arthur Conan Doyle, W. L. H. Duckworth, F. A. Hampton, Venus Hargreaves, 
John T. Hewitt, Martin A. C. Hinton, Arthur Keith, A. S. Kennard, Robert Kenward (and the 
young Kenwards), John Lewis, R. A. Marriott, Harry Morris, Félix Pelletier, Grafton Elliot Smith, 
W. J. Sollas, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Samuel Woodhead and Arthur Smith Woodward. Entries 
under each of these names will be found in the bibliography. 
It is the view of this compiler that the Piltdown forgery owed its early success to the grandiose 
ambitions of four rather self-important men, each in search of fame and academic recognition, but 
only one of whom was the actual forger. All, however, feature among the list of the accused. 
The present bibliography, selective as it is, contains some 1190 citations―a remarkable testimony 
to the legacy of Piltdown, a legacy moreover that shows no sign of diminution. Herein will be 
found a cabinet of curiosities, from the sensible to the absurd, from ethical science to creationism, 
from wine to weird fiction. 
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 2 Bibliography 
Notes 
It has not always been possible to consult original items, and in such cases secondary sources have been 
utilised. Where appropriate these secondary sources are cited following the annotated entry, or else the 
item may be qualified as ‘Not seen’. It should be noted that the system of bibliographic citation employed 
here does not conform to the BGS standard, but is one that will be recognisable to the user. 
Attention is drawn to the very thorough bibliography and commentary on the Piltdown Man forgery by Tom 
Turrittin (2006), which covers the period 1953–2005. For literature published in the period 1912–1935 see 
Quenstedt 1936, where some additional European foreign language references may be found that are 
omitted from the present Select Bibliography. 
The British Museum (Natural History), at South Kensington, was renamed the Natural History Museum in 
1992 and in the commentaries that follow is mostly referred to by the latter name, sometimes shortened to 
NHM. 
It should be understood that annotations are partly a summary of relevant material from the cited reference 
and partly added commentary by the compiler of this bibliography, together with cross references where 
appropriate.  
A useful general source of information is Richard Harter’s Piltdown Man website. Harter himself died in 
2012, but the site is currently still active. Harter’s website also provides access to the Clark University 
Piltdown Plot Project, a valuable archive of published information from newspapers and other printed 
sources, created by Charles Blinderman, author of The Piltdown Inquest (1986). The material that 
constitutes this archive was digitised using optical character recognition (OCR) and thus contains errors  









The red dot (above) and black cross (left) beside 
the River Ouse, indicate the location of Barkham 
Manor, Piltdown, East Sussex. 
(Map, left, by John Bartholomew, from Times 
Atlas, 1955. © Collins Bartholomew) 
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 Anon. 1904. Report for 1903: [Sussex Archæological Society, notice to quit Castle Lodge, Lewes.]  Sussex 
Archaeological Collections, 47, xiv–xv. (‘The Council, in the Autumn, received an intimation that the 
Castle Lodge, which had been occupied by the Society since the year 1885, had been sold to Mr. Dawson, 
and a notice to quit at Midsummer, 1904, was soon afterwards served by him on the Secretary. This purchase 
by one of our own Members, and its consequences, took the Council completely by surprise―as it understood 
that if the property was to be sold the Society should have the option of acquiring it...’  This somewhat 
underhand action on the part of Charles Dawson has been cited as one among a catalogue of deceptions 
and questionable dealings which cast his character in a poor light. On the other hand, Francis Vere 1955, 
p.110, claims from anecdotal evidence that Dawson assisted the Society in securing its present and greatly 
improved accommodation at Barbican House close by the Lodge. An update of the situation appeared the 
following year [not seen] in the Report for 1904, ibid, 48, xv–xvi.) 
 
Anon. 1912a. Pre-boulder clay man: discovery near Ipswich. The Times, 1 Feb 1912, 6.  (For the background 
to this discovery see comments under Moir 1912b. The correspondent of The Times reported that ‘the Ipswich 
skeleton thus discovered represents not only the earliest remains of man yet found in England, but, with the 
exception of the Heidelberg jaw, the earliest yet found in Europe, for the chalky boulder clay far antedates 
the period of Neanderthal man whose remains have lately been found so abundantly in France. ...the Ipswich 
remains belong to a much older race than that of Galley Hill...[but] like the Galley Hill man, the Ipswich 
individual is of the modern type. Although both are older in date than the Neanderthal race found in Belgium 
and France, yet neither of them shows the peculiar and somewhat simian features of that race.’ The anonymous 
author of this well-informed article may well have been Arthur Keith, since the piece reflects his views. Two 
weeks after the appearance of this report, Charles Dawson wrote to Arthur Smith Woodward at the Natural 
History Museum to inform him of his discovery of a ‘skull which will rival H. Heidelbergensis...’ Before 
the year was out, Ipswich man would be robbed of his glory by the arrival of Dawson’s Piltdown woman.) 
 
Anon. 1912b. The earliest known Englishman.  Illustrated London News, 140 (23 Mar), 442, 446–447. (An 
account of Reid Moir’s discovery of the Ipswich skeleton, described by him in Feb 1912: Moir 1912b. 
Includes an impressionistic reconstruction of Ipswich Man by the artist Amédée Forestier.) 
 
Anon. 1912c. The earliest man? / Remarkable discovery in Sussex / A skull “millions of years” old. Manchester 
Guardian, 21 Nov. (In spite of Smith Woodward’s attempt at secrecy, the Manchester Guardian became 
the first national newspaper to announce the discovery of an early human at Piltdown. The anonymous 
reporter felt sufficiently confident to assert that ‘There seems to be no doubt whatever of its genuineness, 
and more than a possibility of its being the oldest remnant of a human frame yet discovered on this planet.’) 
 
Anon. 1912d. Notes.  Nature, 90 (5 Dec), 390.  (‘Remains of a human skull and mandible, considered to 
belong to the early Pleistocene period, have been discovered by Mr. Charles Dawson in a gravel-deposit in 
the basin of the river Ouse, north of Lewes, Sussex. Much interest has been aroused in the specimen owing to 
the exactitude with which its geological age is said to have been fixed, and it will form the subject of a 
paper by Mr. Dawson and Dr. Smith Woodward to be read before the Geological Society on December 18.’) 
 
Anon. 1912e. Palæolithic man.  Nature, 90 (19 Dec), 438.  (A well informed summary of the paper read by 
Dawson and Woodward on 18 December and evidently submitted to Nature prior to the meeting) 
 
Anon. 1912f. A Palæolithic skull / First evidence of a new human type.  The Times, 19 Dec, 4. (Report of a 
meeting at the Geological Society of London on 18 Dec, at which a formal presentation was made on the 
discoveries at Piltdown. Dawson is here reported as stating that the first skull fragment was handed to him 
‘four years ago’, i.e. about 1908. In his own published accounts Dawson was more vague about the date.) 
 
Anon. 1912g. A hard nut to crack for Christmas / Have we really found the ‘missing link’ at last?  The 
Graphic, 28 Dec. (Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1913a. Wizard of Sussex.  Daily Express, 4 Jan.  (An account of the career of Charles Dawson as 
amateur palaeontologist and antiquarian, with a photograph of Dawson & Woodward digging at Barkham 
Manor, provided by Dawson. Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1913b. England’s most ancient inhabitant. American Review of Reviews, 47 (Feb), 229–230. (Largely 
quotes from Pycraft 1912 and the London journal Public Opinion. Also included is a cartoon from the 
Swansea Herald which shows a ‘Party Politician’ holding aloft an apelike skull and remarking to another, 
‘See how even in this distant progenitor of ours we may trace those traits which, evolving through the 
ages, reach their almost divine development in us’, with the caption ‘The cerebral formation insignificant; 
the jaw superb’. The cartoon is reproduced in Blinderman 1986, 54.) 
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 Anon. (H. R. H.) 1913c. The Sussex skull.  Hastings and St. Leonards Observer, 15 Feb. (A witty poem, 
reproduced in part as a frontispiece to this Bibliography) 
 
Anon. 1913d. The Piltdown skull.  The Times, 25 Feb, 10.  (‘The Piltdown skull has now been formally 
presented to the British Museum, Mr. Charles Dawson F.S.A., F.G.S., the discoverer, and Mr. G. M. 
Maryon-Wilson, the owner of the gravel-pit, having made over to the Trustees their respective rights and 
interests in this specimen. On Saturday, after their usual meeting, Mr. Dawson gave the Trustees a short 
description of the skull, the associated specimens, and restorations... The specimen will now shortly be 
placed on public view in the large hall of the Natural History Museum, at South Kensington.’) 
 
Anon. 1913e. Geologists in Sussex.  Sussex Daily News, 14 July.  (A lengthy and detailed account of a 
Geologists’ Association excursion to the Barkham Manor pit on Saturday 12 July, including a record of 
many of those who attended. [Not seen]. A photograph of the GA visit, taken by a Mr Yates, is reproduced 
in Weiner 1955b, plate 8 (for authorship see p. 102; the version reproduced in Spencer 1990a, 79, inscribed 
“Geologists at Piltdown”, has been cropped). For a summary see Walsh 1996, 39–40, 228. Spencer cites 
another newspaper report of the meeting: H. Kidner, A field day in Sussex, The Christian World, 17 July.) 
 
Anon. 1913f. The Piltdown skull: discussion on the size of the brain. The Times, 12 Aug, 5. (The Piltdown 
skull formed the most important item in the programme of the Anatomical Section of the International 
Congress of Medicine on the afternoon of 11 August. The meeting began at the Natural History Museum 
with an examination of the original specimens and a presentation by Smith Woodward before transferring to 
the Royal College of Surgeons where Prof. Keith presented an alternative reconstruction of the skull. In the 
discussion that followed, Prof. Elliott Smith agreed ‘that the brain-cast as moulded by Dr. Smith Woodward 
did require considerable alteration.’ Dr W. L. H. Duckworth expressed agreement with Keith’s reconstruction 
of the skull, having independently come to the same conclusion. Mr Leon Williams exhibited a reconstruction 
of the lower jaw he had made in conjunction with Keith. Comments were also made by professors Anthony, 
of Paris, and Arthur Thomson, of Oxford. It would appear that Keith was the author of this report (Keith, 
1950, 326). Spencer 1990b, 77, states that the now famous painting by John Cooke, ‘A discussion on the 
Piltdown skull’,  purports to represent a discussion that took place at the Royal College on the afternoon in 
question: see Cooke 1915.) 
 
Anon. 1913g. [Discovery of canine tooth at Piltdown]  Daily Express, 2 Sept.  (Woodward announced the 
discovery of the Piltdown canine at a meeting of the British Association at Birmingham on 16 Sept 1913 
(Woodward 1914a), but news of the discovery, made on 30 Aug, had already found its way to the office of 
the Daily Express, whose approach to Woodward for information yielded no more than a confirmation of the 
discovery and a prediction that it would prove ‘of tremendous importance’. Dawson wrote to Woodward on 
the day of the press release expressing annoyance that someone known to him had ‘let out about the tooth 
to the “Express”’. Details from Spencer 1990b, 79, 80–81.) 
 
Anon. 1913h. The antiquity and evolution of man.  Nature, 92 (9 Oct), 160–162.  (A well informed review 
of four recently published books authored by H. von Buttel-Reepen, G. F. Wright, V. Giuffrida-Ruggeri, and 
E. Fischer, the first three of which include remarks on Piltdown. The opinion expressed by this anonymous 
reviewer with respect to the brain capacity of the Piltdown skull betrays the likely hand of Arthur Keith.) 
 
Anon. 1913i. The controversy over the discovery of “Dawn Man.”  Current Opinion, 55 (Dec), 421–422. 
(Recites differing views on the reconstruction of the Piltdown skull as expressed on the one hand by Smith, 
Woodward and Pycraft, and on the other by Keith; the two reconstructions are illustrated in dorsal view) 
 
Anon. 1914a. [Exhibition and discussion] of implements and reputed implements of Palæolithic and earlier 
age, and of flints showing various types of fracture.  Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 
70 (1), ii–xii.  (This meeting, which took place 19 Nov 1913, was essentially a discussion about the eolithic 
controversy. Exhibitors and contributors to the discussion were J. R. Moir, F. N. Haward, S. H. Warren, A. 
S. Kennard, A. W. Jamieson, Prof. W. J. Sollas, Rev. H. H. Winwood, H. N. Ridley, O. A. Shrubsole, W. 
Dale, N. F. Robarts, G. W. Lamplugh, W. H. Cook, Reginald A. Smith, Walter Johnson, Prof. W. Boyd 
Dawkins and P. G. H. Boswell. The meeting was arranged by Aubrey Strahan.) 
 
Anon. 1914b. Eskimos’ extra vertebra / Members of one arctic tribe show abnormal development.  New 
York Times, 2 Jan, 1.  (‘London, Jan. 1.–Charles Dawson, who found the famous Piltdown skull, has made 
another discovery of considerable interest to anthropologists. He has discovered that the members of a 
certain Eskimo tribe have literally more backbone than the rest of humanity;  that is to say, they have one 
extra vertebra to which small ribs are attached. Mr. Dawson has lately been making an examination of 
various skeleton remains brought from the arctic regions and has found that both men and women of the 
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 Eskimo tribe in question have this abnormal development.’ The author of this ‘Special Cable to The New 
York Times’, here quoted in full, is not identified. It may have been Dawson himself. See Dawson 1912) 
 
Anon. 1914c. [Note on progress of Piltdown excavations.]  Nature, 94 (3 Sep), 5.  (‘While continuing their 
excavations in the Piltdown gravel last week, Mr. Charles Dawson and Dr. A. Smith Woodward met with a 
second portion of a molar tooth of Mastodon larger and more characteristic than the fragment originally 
described. The new specimen agrees well with the teeth of Mastodon arvernensis found in the Red Crag of 
Suffolk, but is merely a waterworn hindmost ridge, and is evidently a derived fossil of earlier date than the 
deposition of the Piltdown gravel itself.’ Full text) 
 
Anon. 1914c. Dawn Man of Piltdown.  Scientific American Supplement, 78 (7 Nov), 296–299.  (Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1916. [Memorial to Charles Dawson, who died 10 Aug 1916]  Sussex Daily News, Aug 11, 14, 18. 
(Not seen) 
 
Anon. 1921. The Broken Hill skull.  The Times, 11 Nov, 11.  (‘The directors of the company owning the 
Broken Hill Mine in Northern Rhodesia are presenting the recently discovered human remains to the Trustees 
of the British Museum, through Dr. A. Smith Woodward, Keeper of Zoology. There these relics of primitive 
man will join the Piltdown skull, hitherto the most remarkable fossil in the national collection... There is great 
hope that further fragments of human bones may be found. In particular the discovery of a lower jaw is 
desired.’ Woodward went on to publish a formal notice of this skull, which was accompanied by stone 
tools, but no lower jaw was recovered. He named the find Homo rhodesiensis, or Rhodesian Man: 
Woodward 1921.) 
 
Anon. 1924. [Interview with Arthur Smith Woodward on his retirement from the Natural History Museum]  
Evening News, 3 Mar. (Woodward readily admitted that the Piltdown discovery had been ‘the most important 
thing that ever happened in my life.’ Cited in Walsh (1996, 4, 224) who quotes, from the same interview, 
Woodward’s recollection of finding the canine, ibid, 43.) 
 
Anon. ( M.S.R.-G.) 1935. Modern South Saxons: No. 74–Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, LL.D., F.R.S., F.G.S., 
F.Z.S., F.R.G.S.  Sussex County Magazine, 9 (2) Feb, 74.  (Woodward retired as Keeper in the Geological 
Department of the Natural History Museum in 1924 and was knighted in the same year, ‘...and  he came to 
live in Sussex to be near Piltdown. He still explores the remarkable gravel deposits in which the discovery 
he was the first to record, was made.’) 
 
Anon. 1938. The Piltdown Man discovery: unveiling of a monolith memorial.  Nature, 142 (30 July), 196–
197.  (Includes substance of a speech by Sir Arthur Keith delivered at the unveiling of a memorial stone in 
the grounds of Barkham Manor, Piltdown, on 23 July, marking the spot where the Piltdown skull was found. 
A report of the unveiling also featured in The Times, 23 July, p. 9. See also Spencer 1990b, 179–180, for 
additional information.) 
 
Anon. 1944. Obituary: Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, F.R.S: research in extinct Vertebrata.  The Times, 4 
Sept, 6. 
 
Anon. 1953a. Piltdown Man forgery / Jaw and tooth of modern ape / “Elaborate hoax”.  The Times, 21 Nov, 6. 
(The Times newspaper was the first to break the startling news concerning the findings of Weiner, Oakley 
&  Le Gros Clark on the fraudulent nature of the Piltdown jaw and canine. Reports subsequently featured in 
the Evening Standard, 21 Nov; The Star, ‘The biggest scientific hoax of the century’, 21 Nov; The People, 
‘Great missing link hoax rocks scientists’, 22 Nov; News Chronicle, 23 Nov; Daily Express, ‘Did Charles 
Dawson give Mr Piltdown his fake jaw?’, 23 Nov. For other examples of press coverage see Turrittin 2006, 
who also records a number of editorial cartoons that appeared at this time, including Illingworth 1953, and 
Lancaster 1953.) 
 
Anon. 1953b. More doubts on Piltdown Man / Second discovery suspect / Implements stained artificially. 
The Times, 23 Nov, 8.  (Within days of the first announcement it became evident that material from 
Piltdown II was also considered to be fraudulent, and other items were now under suspicion) 
 
Anon. 1953c. Motion tabled on Piltdown Man.  The Times, 25 Nov, 8.  (Several members of Parliament 
have tabled a motion of ‘no confidence’ in the Trustees of the British Museum in light of the Piltdown 
fiasco ‘because of the tardiness of their discovery that the skull of the Piltdown Man is partially a fake.’ 
See Anon. 1953g for outcome.) 
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 Anon. 1953d. Piltdown Man hoax / Protest against “attacks”.  The Times, 26 Nov, 5.  (Report of the meeting 
which took place on 25 Nov at the Geological Society, at which Dr A. T. Marston launched an angry protest 
against the British Museum for besmirching Dawson’s character in order to cover up their own ineptitude. 
He had received a letter from Barkham Manor confirming Dawson’s integrity. ‘They should not attack this 
man’ he insisted, adding ‘Let them try to tackle me.’) 
 
Anon. 1953e. Disclosures welcomed. The Times, 26 Nov, 5.  (‘From our own correspondent, New York, 
Nov. 25: Father Pierre Teilhard, of the Wenner-Gren foundation for anthropological research, New York, 
who, as a young student, visited the Piltdown workings several times and on one occasion picked up and 
handed to the late Sir Arthur Smith Woodward the canine tooth which now has been found to be not that of 
a human but of an ape, has commented here on the latest disclosures concerning the Piltdown Man. From 
his acquaintance with Woodward and Charles Dawson, he said, it was virtually impossible to believe that 
Dawson, and still less Woodward, could have been guilty of a hoax. It was a gain for anthropology, he 
added, that the hoax had been exposed―as had been done by Dr. Oakley and his associates―but its origin 
remained a great problem, and one could only speculate on what might have happened.’) 
 
Anon. 1953f. Geologists in row about that skull.  Daily Herald, 26 Nov, 3.  (Report of the meeting which 
took place at the Geological Society on 25 Nov; see also Anon. 1953d, Oakley 1954a, Weiner 1954a) 
 
Anon. 1953g. Piltdown skull / The Speaker’s rejoinder. The Times, 27 Nov, 5.  (There was some light 
hearted debate in the House of Commons in response to a motion of ‘no confidence’ in the Trustees of the 
British Museum in light of the Piltdown fiasco, which ended in the motion being withdrawn. Summarised in 
Spencer 1990b, 205–206.) 
 
Anon. 1953h. Status of Piltdown Man defined / Museum exhibition.  The Times, 3 Dec, 10.  (‘Piltdown 
Man is the subject of a special exhibit that will be open to the public from to-day at the Natural History 
Museum... The Piltdown braincase is still regarded as a genuine fossil of Upper Pleistocene age.’) 
 
Anon. 1954a. 1906 skull was not the Piltdown find.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 1 Jan.  (A Mrs. 
Florence Padgham told an Express reporter that in 1906 her father, Mr. Owen Burley, gave to Charles 
Dawson a skull which was said to have been dug up in Ashdown Forest, Sussex. The skull was ‘brown 
with age, and had no lower jawbone, and only one tooth in the upper jaw.’ Dawson said ‘You’ll hear more 
about this, Mr. Burley.’ Mrs Padgham thought that the skull might be that which Dawson claimed to have 
found at Piltdown in 1912, but the reporter discounts this theory because the Ashdown Forest sand would 
not favour the fossilisation of a skull, which must therefore have been of comparatively recent date.) 
 
Anon. 1954b. Scientists and the press: the Piltdown skull hoax, an unfair discrimination.  Manchester 
Guardian, 12 Jan, 5.  (Report of a speech given to the Royal Society of Edinburgh on 11 Jan, by Lionel F. J. 
Brimble, joint editor of Nature, who expressed dismay at the decision of the Natural History Museum to give 
The Times an exclusive release concerning the Piltdown findings, rather than have an open press conference; 
see background to this in Spencer 1990b, 203.) 
 
Anon. 1954c. The Piltdown bones and ‘implements’.  Nature, 174 (10 July), 61–62.  (Summary of papers 
presented at a meeting of the Geological Society on 30 June devoted to the exposure of the Piltdown fraud. 
Following a paper by A. T. Marston, who opposed the claim that the jaw and canine had been deliberately 
faked, Sir Gavin de Beer, Director of the British Museum (Natural History) introduced a series of papers 
and exhibits by W. E. Le Gros Clark, J. S. Weiner, S. H. U. Bowie & C. F. Davidson, G. F. Claringbull & 
M. H. Hey, and K. P. Oakley, conclusively demonstrating the fraudulent nature of the entire Piltdown 
assemblage. The writer adds that ‘More than five hundred [actually >300: see note under Parker 1981] 
articles and memoirs are said to have been written about Piltdown man. His rise and fall are a salutary 
example of human motives, mischief and mistake.’ A detailed report of the meeting also appeared in The 
Times, 1 July, p. 4.) 
 
Anon. 1954d. Piltdown Skull Site.  Report of the Nature Conservancy, year ended 30 Sept 1954, 25. (‘As a 
result of the discovery during the year that the Piltdown jaw was not genuine and that none of the 
“Piltdown” remains could be definitely attributed to the site, the Conservancy decided to revoke the 
declaration of the Piltdown Skull Site as a National Nature Reserve. Arrangements are being made to hand it 
back to the Barkham Manor Estate on condition that scientists accredited by the British Museum (Natural 
History) have access to the site; that the memorial stone is not removed; and that the windows of the 
trench exposing the gravel in which the bones were alleged to have been found are left intact, in case the 
gravel should be required for further study.’) 
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 Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954e. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 1. Incapable of trickery, but he 
faked castle dungeon.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 19 Nov.  (‘What kind of a man was Charles 
Dawson, the Uckfield solicitor who, over 40 years ago, produced archaeological specimens that are now held 
to be fakes? ...an “Express-Herald” special investigator has interviewed many of the people who were closely 
associated with Dawson. They have told an amazing story―the story of a man whom, his close associates 
say was morally incapable of trickery, and yet who, others who knew him well say, would stop at nothing in 
carrying through a hoax.’ He was educated at the Royal Academy, Gosport, where ‘he was considered an 
average scholar, fairly conscientious and studious, but always ready for a practical joke.’ Miss Mabel 
Kenward well remembered Dawson in his capacity as steward of Barkham manor, then tenanted by her 
father: “I do not know what my father would have said about Mr. Dawson being accused of hoaxing and 
forgery. He thought the world of Mr. Dawson, who was of the highest integrity. He was genial, benign and 
kind, and I do not think he had the capabilities to fake the skull.” On the other hand, a former articled pupil 
of Dawson’s could recall an occasion in 1908 when Dawson discovered a long-forgotten wine cellar in his 
garden at Castle Lodge, Lewes, which, with the pupil’s help, he turned into a fake dungeon belonging to the 
castle. “It was a fake from start to finish, but papers were read about it at meetings, and Charles Dawson just 
chuckled. Yes, he was a great leg-puller.” On the identity of the ‘former articled pupil’ see Anon. 1955a.) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954f. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 2. When he took the Sussex 
archaeologists’ HQ for his home.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 26 Nov.  (With respect to Dawson’s 
underhand purchase of Castle Lodge and eviction of the Sussex Archaeological Society, of which he was a 
member, in 1904, it is stated that on 6 May 1907 the Society ‘agreed to buy Barbican House, a stone’s 
throw from Castle Lodge, from Mr. Harry Willett for £2,300, and on June 17, 1908, the new premises were 
formally opened with an inaugural luncheon at Lewes Town Hall... Dawson was among those who attended 
the luncheon and heard Canon Cooper [J. H. Cooper, the Society’s Chairman] say that the society were at 
Castle Lodge until about four years ago when they “were eliminated through what Mr McKenna (Chancellor 
of the Exchequer) would call a pitiless injustice.” Dawson had purchased Castle Lodge in preparation for 
his marriage, and a description is given of the groom’s opulent pre-wedding day reception at Uckfield where 
he was presented with a silver tea tray by members and officers of the Uckfield Urban Council. In his speech 
Dawson said “It is very kind of you to have remembered my love of the antique in choosing this magnificent 
tea tray. As you know, I love everything that is old―old times, old manners, old friends.”) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954g. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 3. Gravel pit that became 
world famous site.  Sussex Express and County Herald, 3 Dec.  (The writer interviewed Miss Mabel 
Kenward, formerly of Barkham Manor but now living at Little Sharpes, Piltdown. Miss Kenward said that 
after Dawson was given what the workman claimed was a piece of ‘coco-nut’ he afterwards ‘visited the site 
on many occasions and searched the heaps of gravel, but it was not until several years later that he found a 
second piece of the skull which fitted one broken edge of the piece given to him by the men. Three more 
pieces were eventually unearthed.’ Miss Kenward stated that “Mr. Dawson and Sir Arthur frequently had 
tea at our home after their digging in the pit. When they found the missing pieces of the skull the others 
were excited, but not Mr. Dawson. He remained his calm, genial self.”  Perhaps Mr Dawson had no reason 
for surprise!) 
 
Anon. (C.F.E.B.) 1954h. Charles Dawson, the Piltdown skull mystery man:– 4.  Sussex Express and 
County Herald, 10 Dec.  (Not seen. Edited extracts from the four articles by C.F.E.B. appear in Pitts 2004. 
On the identity of C.F.E.B. see the suggestions of Padgham, D. 2004 and Russell 2004, neither of which is 
convincing.) 
 
Anon. 1954i. Site of Piltdown skull “discovery” no longer nature reserve / doubts about museum exhibits.  
Archaeological News Letter, 5 (7) Dec, 127.  (Not seen.) 
 
Anon. 1955a. Two skulls behind a panelling―were they prototypes for Piltdown Man?  Daily Mail, 6 Jan. 
(This story is based on an interview with Dr Pat Nicholl, the occupant of Castle Lodge, Lewes, who recounts 
an event from his boyhood which occurred before the Second World War. “I was on holiday from school. 
My father had taken on a locum to look after the practice. Some workmen arrived to put right the dry rot to 
wainscoting near the window-bay. They chiselled away the wood and there, in the cavity between the 
panelling and the wall, they found two skulls. The workmen naturally thought they were human skulls 
connected with some tragedy or murder long ago in Lewes Castle. But when the locum doctor, Dr. Maclean, 
came in from his rounds he examined each of the skulls in turn. ‘They are not human skulls,’ he declared. 
‘They are the skulls of two large apes.’ There was no more talk about it... Dawson had been dead about 17 
years at this time...”  The reporter wonders whether these skulls were the prototypes for Piltdown Man. ‘Six 
miles away at Uckfield, Dawson had his office. There are still people who remember his queer “kitchen” 
in a corner of his room. It was only a large saucepan and a gas-ring, but all day long strange old bones 
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 simmered on it.’ In Aug 1954 Weiner had spoken with Dr Nicholl’s father, the old nurse, the gardener and 
the foreman who had done work 20 years before, but could find no one to corroborate the story reported 
here. Nicholl jnr had been aged six at the time. Weiner reported the matter in a letter to Le Gros Clark 
(Spencer 1990b, 216–7). Also included in this feature is an account of Dawson’s faked castle dungeon (see 
Anon. 1954e) where the articled clerk who provided the story is here named as Mr R. A. Niedermayer.) 
 
Anon. 1955b. Dawson and the tooth.  Daily Mail, 7 Jan.  (‘In their frenzied search for new scientific 
evidence in the great Piltdown hoax, the scientists have unaccountably overlooked the evidence of Mr. 
Dorren Ditch, Dawson’s former dentist.’ Mr Ditch was inclined to suspect Smith Woodward just as much as 
Dawson. He ‘recollected the very strange meeting which had taken place between him and Dawson years 
ago. It was in the first-class carriage of an afternoon train between Uckfield and Lewes. After some casual 
conversation Dawson fumbled in his pocket, then took out a tooth and showed it to his friend the dentist. 
“What do you make of that, Ditch?” he asked. Mr. Ditch recognised it for a lower canine human tooth, and 
told Dawson so. “It was not a fossil tooth or I should have remarked upon that fact...Yet when Dawson 
showed me the tooth, I think it was either said or inferred by him that he had found it in the gravel bed at 
Piltdown... It appeared to be a human tooth, but it might have been that of one of the larger apes. At the 
time, the question of whether the tooth was human or not didn’t enter into our discussion. Dawson seemed 
more concerned with the size of the tooth and which side of the jaw it might have come from.” Also 
interviewed was L. F. Salzman, who said “The truth about Dawson is coming out at last. Soon the world 
will know what I have known for 50 years. Dawson tried to play me a malicious trick which I have never 
forgotten. If it had succeeded, the consequences to me in the world of archaeology might have been very 
serious. It all showed his character...” He goes on to record Dawson’s attempt to sabotage his election to a 
learned society (Society of Antiquaries). “Fortunately the news of what was happening came to my ears 
and I was able to counter Dawson’s fiendish plot.”) 
 
Anon. 1955c. The “tragedy of Piltdown”, Sir Arthur Keith’s opinion revealed.  Sunday Times, 9 Jan, 1.  (A 
few weeks before his death on 7 Jan 1955, Keith had written to a friend about Piltdown. In this letter, which 
is quoted at length on the front page of the Sunday Times, Keith was in no doubt that he and Smith Woodward 
had been completely deceived by the ‘honest’ countenance of Charles Dawson. He said that “The tragedy of 
the situation is a loss of faith in the testimony of our fellow workers. That is how the Piltdown fraud strikes 
me.”) 
 
Anon. 1955d. Mr. Dawson’s mystery.  The Times, 17 Feb, 11.  (Review of Weiner’s The Piltdown Forgery. 
‘The great merit of Dr. Weiner’s account of the affair of the Piltdown skull is that he makes the reader 
understand the reasons behind its every stage. He shows why the hoax took the form it did; why scientists in 
1912 were in a mood to be deceived in this particular way; and why the increase of knowledge upon other 
aspects of the history of man’s development eventually made the discoveries impossible to reconcile with 
established facts. The book is lucidly written, though there are some minor signs of hasty compilation.’) 
 
Anon. 1962. 6 birds struck off British list as frauds: Hastings ‘catches’ may have been imported in 
refrigerators.  The Times, 10 Aug, 8.  (‘Six birds are to be struck from the official British list because two 
leading naturalists after eight years’ research with scientific help have come to the “painful and shocking” 
conclusion that the records are false... Out of the 49 birds added to the official British list between 1903 and 
1916 no fewer than 32 were from Hastings―the “Hastings Rarities” as they came to be known. Yet since 
1919 Hastings has contributed only two new British birds. “Did rare birds, then, so greatly prefer Hastings to 
everywhere else, and if so why did they suddenly cease to do so?” the two naturalists ask. “Or can it have 
been that in crediting this part of the world only with the Piltdown deception, we have hitherto missed 
recognizing an imposture of even greater magnitude?”’ Most of these rarities had been brought to a Mr 
George Bristow, a taxidermist and gunmaker at St Leonards-on-Sea, who concealed his sources. It is not 
known whether Bristow was responsible for the frauds, or whether he was the victim of someone else. The 
article prompted a response from Harrison, J. M. 1962. In due course it would become apparent that Bristow 
had been acquainted with Charles Dawson. For further information see under Harrison, J. M. 1968.) 
 
Anon. 1972a. Quick guide: [book review] The Piltdown Men, by Ronald Millar. The Times, 10 Aug, 10. (‘A 
new candidate for the immortal hoaxer who foisted the fabulous hominid on the scientific world. Mr Millar 
sketches a plausible case but cannot clinch it. Poor Dawson is denied his place with Clifford Irving and Van 
Meergeren, partly on the grounds that the hoax was too skilful for a layman, and too crude for him to hope to 
get away with it. But it is one of those detective stories where ten chapters of scene-setting precede the crime. 
Once it starts, the story is intriguing, full of crusty professors; it might go well as a stage adaption.’) 
 
Anon. 1972b. Monkey business.  Times Literary Supplement, 29 Sep, 1136.  (This is evidently a review of 
Ronald Millar’s The Piltdown men. Cited in Turrittin 2006. It prompted a response from Zuckerman, S. 1972) 
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 Anon. 1973. The Piltdown Man hoax.  London: British Museum (Natural History), Palaeontology Leaflet 
no. 2, 7 pp.  (A short and authoritative summary of the affair, which avoids entering the whodunit debate) 
 
Anon. 1978. Piltdown Man won’t lie down.  New Scientist, 80 (2 Nov), 343.  (With reference to the tape-
recorded views of Prof. James Douglas, as reported by Halstead 1978, the Natural History Museum admitted 
that ‘other tape recordings exist with denouncements, but these are time-sealed until the deaths of their 
makers’. With regard to the rumour that one of these might be by Kenneth Oakley, see Turrittin 2006, 30;  
see also statement by Vernon Reynolds under Chatwin, C. P.) 
 
Anon. 1981. Obituary: Dr Kenneth Oakley / Exposure of the Piltdown hoax.  The Times, 5 Nov, 14.  
 
Anon. 1982. Obituary: Prof Joseph Weiner / Decisive role in the exposure of the Piltdown hoax.  The Times, 
16 June, 14. 
 
Anon. 1983. Arthur Conan Doyle is Piltdown suspect.  New York Times, 2 Aug, C1, C6.  (See Winslow & 
Meyer 1983a) 
 
Anon. 1990. American detective finds fresh clues to Piltdown mystery.  New Scientist, 126 (16 June), 
26.  (A pre-publication announcement of the findings of Spencer 1990a, due to appear in the autumn. The 
feature focuses on Spencer’s allegation that ‘The true architect of one of the most celebrated scientific 
hoaxes, that of the Piltdown man, was Sir Arthur Keith...’) 
 
Anon. 1991. Review: Frank Spencer. Piltdown: a scientific forgery...1990.  Antiquity, 65, no. 248 (Sept), 
725.  (‘Provides a definitive account of the greatest archaeological hoax of them all... In a final chapter, 
Spencer identifies the crook as – in his view – the anatomist Sir Arthur Keith, who has not been so accused 
before [but see Turrittin 2006, 22–24]. The crucial evidence concerns the notice which Keith contributed to 
the issue of the weekly British Medical Journal published just after the Piltdown skull was announced to a 
scientific public. Spencer finds this decisive proof of Keith’s being the hoaxer, but an innocent explanation 
may also be found in the speed of the Journal’s printing schedule, which would allow an article to be revised 
not many hours before the number was printed.’) 
 
Anon. 1996. Unraveling Piltdown, by John Evangelist Walsh. [Book review].  Scientific American, 275 (4) 
Oct, 99.  (‘John Walsh frames the story as a very entertaining whodunit. Disputing several recent theories, 
he points the finger back at the most obvious culprit: Charles Dawson... The wrap-up is unsurprising and 
unsatisfying, however, as Walsh supplies no persuasive motive and uncovers no smoking gun.’ The 
reviewer had clearly not read the book very closely: see for example Hammond, N. 1996, or Walsh 1996, 
189–90, 205.) 
 
Anon. 2001. Obituaries: Professor E T ‘Teddy’ Hall: scientist who exposed the Piltdown Man as a forgery 
and dated the Turin Shroud to between 1260 and 1390.  Daily Telegraph, 17 Aug, 27.  (‘In 1953, Teddy 
Hall used X-ray fluorescence to show that the [Piltdown] bones had been stained with potassium 
dichromate to make them look fossilised; the jawbone was later proved to be that of an orang-utan, and 
Hall found iron filings, indicating that someone had filed down the teeth to make them look more human. 
Various theories were put forward about Piltdown Man, with at least 10 men...accused as the forger. Hall 
was always of the view that Dawson, a proven fraudster in other fields, was the villain.’) 
 
Anon. 2013. Bibliography of published works relating to the eolithic controversy. 24 pp. University of Kent, 
School of Anthropology & Conservation: www.kent.ac.uk/sac/research/files/Eolith_bibliog.pdf2013-08-08 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1905. Machine-made eoliths.  Man, 5, 146–148.  (A response to the claim by Boule 1905 
that all the more characteristic forms of eoliths can be observed in the fractured flints produced at the cement 
mills in the commune of Guerville, near Mantes, France. Abbott was a staunch defender of eoliths as artefacts. 
Cited in Spencer 1990a) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. [1910]. The older prehistoric races of Sussex.  Transactions and Journal, Eastbourne 
Natural History, Photographic and Literary Society, 4; also privately printed, 8 pp.  (Argues that ‘On the 
plateau above Eastbourne and other places through the county, and even in the valleys... can be found... early 
relics of Pliocene man’, evidence of which is provided by their ‘eolithic’ or, as the writer prefers to call them, 
pre-Palaeolithic implements. Abbott would later claim credit for having stimulated Dawson’s interest in the 
search for Pliocene man in Sussex, e.g. letter to Smith Woodward, 15 Dec 1912, in Spencer 1990b, 36.) 
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 Abbott, W. J. L. 1913. Pre-historic man: the newly-discovered line in his evolution.  Hastings & St. 
Leonard’s Observer, 1 Feb. (On the view that mankind developed along more than one line, argues a close 
affinity between the Piltdown jaw and that of a chimpanzee, based on a comparative examination of many 
modern and fossil jaws in his possession. As regards the age of the Piltdown assemblage, he confidently 
asserts that ‘we have at last discovered the Pliocene ancestor of at least one branch of modern man...’) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1914. The Piltdown skull.  Morning Post, 2 Jan.  (A characteristically bombastic attack   
on ‘unwarranted oracular pronouncements’ in the press concerning the geological age of Eoanthropus, for 
which the writer argues a Pliocene date. More specifically, this was an attack on the attempt by Dawkins 
1913b to exclude Tertiary man from the Piltdown discussions.) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. 1916. The Pliocene deposits of the south-east of England.  Proceedings of the Prehistoric 
Society of East Anglia, 2 (2), 175–194.  (Considers the Piltdown gravels to be of early Pliocene date, p. 187. 
Paper read at Norwich, 13 Dec 1915) 
 
Abbott, W. J. L. (for obituary see Keith 1933; see also remarks by Kennard 1947, and Edmunds 1953. For 
a discussion of Abbott as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006, 18.) 
 
Adeloye, A., Kattan, K. R. & Silverman, F. N. 1975. Thickness of the normal skull in the American 
Blacks and Whites.  American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 43 (1), 23–30.  (Cited in Tobias 1992c) 
 
Adler, I. 1957. Monkey business: hoaxes in the name of science.  New York: John Day, 128 pp.  (Ch. III. 
Monkey business in Piltdown, pp. 37–63. Essentially a restatement of the findings of Weiner 1955b.) 
 
Adloff, P. 1914. Walkhoffs Kariestheorie und die Umformung d. menschlichen Kiefer und Zähne seit der 
Diluvialzeit.  Deutsche Monatsschrift für Zahnheilkunde, 32, 169–196.  (Criticism of Walkhoff 1913; refers 
to Piltdown, pp. 175, 195. Not seen) 
 
Allcroft, H. 1916. Some earthworks of West Sussex.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 58, 65‒90. (The 
writer is critical of Charles Dawson’s excavation of the Lavant Caves near Chichester, which he considers 
was executed in an unsatisfactory manner and was never formally published, pp. 68–74. While recognising 
the difficulties created for the excavators by subsidence, he nonetheless complains that ‘The skill of a north-
country miner would have dealt easily with the matter at the outset, and enabled the whole area to be cleared, 
searched and planned. As it is, the Caves, it is to be feared, are now lost for all time, and their secrets with 
them, while even the few “finds” are difficult of access to the majority.’) 
 
Allen, J. 2010. The curious history of the Talgai skull. Bulletin of the History of Archaeology, 20 (2), 4‒12.  
(Including its links with Elliot Smith and the Piltdown skull. See comments under Langham 1978, and 
Smith, S. A. 1918.) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996a. The case of the missing link. Part 1. Piltdown perpetrator exposed. Pacific Discovery, 
49 (2), 15–20.  (See under Anderson 1997 for comments. Walsh 1996, 259, included an analysis of this 
paper as an added note in his Unraveling Piltdown, but had to admit that ‘it is hard to decide whether the 
article is meant to be taken quite seriously.’) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996b. The case of the missing link. Part 2. The solution.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (2), 32–33. 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996c. Clarification from Dr. Watson.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (3), 48.  (Not seen) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1996d. Piltdown.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (4), 45–46.  (A reply to Drawhorn 1996. Not seen) 
 
Anderson, R. B. 1997. The case of the missing link. In: Physical anthropology 97/98 / edited by E. Angeloni.  
Guilford, Conn: Dushkin/Brown & Benchmark, pp. 138–146.  (A reprint of his 1996 papers in which the 
writer attempts to resuscitate the case against Sir Arthur Conan Doyle as the perpetrator of the Piltdown 
forgery based on research by Richard Milner of the American Museum of Natural History. The writer claims 
to have solved a puzzle left by Doyle in his novel The Lost World, published in 1912. Evidently the solution 
leaves little doubt that Doyle was behind it. The author notes that John Winslow had compiled a lot of 
circumstantial evidence against Doyle (Winslow & Meyer 1983), but had ‘failed to find a smoking gun.’ He 
had also failed to notice the puzzle―a cunning cryptogram. In this respect he is not alone! See comments 
under Gornall 2003a–b. Anderson’s 1996 papers prompted reactions from Washburn 1996, Drawhorn 1996, 
and Elliott & Pilot 1996; for others see Turrittin 2006, 19.) 
 
Andrews, P. B. S. 1953. Piltdown Man. Time and Tide, 12 Dec, 1646–1647.  (Also anonymous comment, 
ibid, 19 Dec, 1678. Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
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 Andrews, P. B. S. 1974. A fictitious purported historical map.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 112, 
165–167.  (The map purports to show Maresfield Forge in 1724, including Pilt Down, and was used to 
illustrate a paper by W. V. Crake in 1912, where it is described as a copy ‘made by C. Dawson, F.S.A.’ In 
1931 the map was reproduced, from the same block, in Ernest Straker’s Wealden Iron, and has been 
accepted as valid evidence in subsequent studies in industrial archaeology. The map is wholly fictitious 
however, and the article by Crake makes no explicit reference to it. Fifteen specific errors and anomalies 
have been identified by reference to parish records and estate plans. These include the absence of proven-
ance or internal title, distortions of scale, use of anachronistic and inconsistent scripts, and depiction of 
features which did not exist at the time. See Combridge 1981, where the map is credited to John Lewis. 
Russell 2003, 258–260, assuming Lewis’s authorship, suggests that the accommodation of Piltdown on the 
map, which required a serious distortion of scale, ‘was a clever attempt to point the finger of suspicion at 
both Dawson and his latest discovery at Piltdown.’ The insertion of the map would have required the 
connivance of the editor, L. F. Salzman(n), who was certainly no friend of Dawson. See further remarks 
under Crake 1912. By the time this paper was published Andrews had died, but early in 1974 he had been 
interviewed on the subject of the Maresfield map for a feature in The Times (Howard 1974). See also 
Pettitt 1975, who seems to have researched the map’s discrepancies independently of Andrews.)  
 
Anthony, R. 1913. Les restes humains fossiles de Piltdown (Sussex).  Revue anthropologique, 23 (Sept), 
293–306.  (Accepts the association of the Piltdown jaw and skull, but does not believe that Piltdown Man 
constitutes a new genus; he proposes the name Homo dawsoni in place of Eoanthropus dawsoni) 
 
Ashmore, M. 1995. Fraud by numbers: quantitative rhetoric in the Piltdown forgery discovery.  South 
Atlantic Quarterly, 94, 591‒618;  reprinted in Mathematics, science and postclassical theory / edited by B. 
Herrnstein-Smith & A. Plonitsky.  Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 189‒211.  (A criticism of the use 
of numerical data in the early analyses of the Piltdown forgery. Not seen) 
 
Austen, R. A. C. 1851. On the gravel-beds of the valley of the Wey.  Quarterly Journal of the Geological 
Society of London, 7, 278‒288.  (As a postscript to this account, which is actually concerned with Surrey, the 
author adds the following remarks: ‘It forms no part of the present communication to explain the nature 
of the Wealden denudation. Sir Charles Lyell still maintains the view that the denuded area was once 
occupied by an expanse of water of which the escarpments of the chalk were the bounding cliffs, and in 
immediate juxtaposition to this view, and as proof and illustration of the theory, he describes the gravel-
beds at Barcome [Barcombe]. It may suffice for the present to state that this accumulation contains the 
remains of the large mammalian fauna, and that in every respect its history is identical with that of the 
valley-gravels of the Wey and the Mole.’ The Pleistocene gravels of the Wey, in west Surrey, contain the 
remains of ox, elephant and deer. See comments under Godwin-Austen.) 
 
Baden-Powell, D. F. W. 1950. The Pliocene-Pleistocene boundary in the British deposits. In: International 
Geological Congress: report of the eighteenth session, Great Britain, 1948. Part IX. The Pliocene-Pleistocene 
boundary / edited by K. P. Oakley.  London, 8–10.  (‘In the well-known sequence in East Anglia, the Pliocene-
Pleistocene boundary would come as low as the base of the Coralline Crag, if Lyell’s definitions of the 
Pliocene, based on the percentages of living species among the fossil marine mollusca, were taken literally. 
At the other extreme, some British geologists have only counted the Glacial Series in this district as belonging 
to the Pleistocene, leaving the Cromer Forest Bed as Pliocene in addition to the Coralline, Red, Norwich and 
Weybourne Crags. If an intermediate point of view is taken, either the Norwich Crag or the Red Crag can be 
considered as the Lower Pleistocene; of these two alternatives, there is a slight preference for placing the 
boundary line at or near the base of the Red Crag, partly because this seems to be the earliest zone in which 
Elephas meridionalis appears, and also because the marine mollusca of the Red Crag reflect the beginning of 
the climatic deterioration which foreshadowed the Pleistocene Ice Age.’ This leaves only the Coralline Crag 
and the Suffolk Bone Bed remaining in the East Anglian Pliocene. See also King, W. B. R. 1955, and King 
& Oakley 1950.) 
 
Baines, J. M. 1954. Museum exhibits discredited / Piltdown skull man’s “finds” / Plagiarism in history.  The 
Times, 15 Nov, 8. (Report of an interview with John Manwaring Baines, Curator of Hastings Museum, who 
accuses Charles Dawson of having shamelessly plundered an unpublished manuscript by William Herbert 
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96). Davies considered the Cheddar specimen to be of Palaeolithic age. It has been suggested that the loss of 
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n. 63), and not unexpectedly focused on the difference of opinion over whether the skull was of Pliocene or 
Pleistocene age. The anonymous article and Dawkins’ response are quoted at length in Spencer 1990a, 79–
80. Dawkins probably knew or suspected that Keith was the author of the provocative article. His letter 
prompted reactions from Abbott 1914 and Moir 1914.) 
 
Dawkins, W. B. 1914. The Missing Link.  Manchester Guardian, 12 Jan.  (Report of a public lecture at the 
Manchester University Museum, at which Piltdown was discussed and eoliths were denounced. Not seen)  
 
Dawkins, W. B. 1915. The geological evidence in Britain as to the antiquity of man.  Geological Magazine, 
dec. 6, 2 (10), 470–472.  (An attack on eoliths and on the concept of Pliocene man as espoused by Moir and 
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the Southern Weekly News of 21 Jan 1888. Heal 1980, in consultation with a Dr John Hale, concluded that 
‘With so shallow a draught and sides at such an angle its capacity for open-water travel and rowing would be 
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production. He did, however, acknowledge it as a work of compilation, and his principal failing was perhaps 
in having described himself as author rather than as compiler. Farrant (2013, 172–6) after careful examin-
ation, has concluded that Dawson’s ‘acknowledgements in the preface must be deemed less than was due to 
those upon whose work he relied, incuding William Herbert’s.’ The work received an unfavourable review 
from Salzmann 1910; see also Baines 1954, Miles, P. 1993, Postlethwaite 1953.  Farrant 2013, Appendix 2, 
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Dawson, C. 1911. The ‘red hills’ of the Essex marshes and ‘saltings’.  Antiquary, 47 (4) Apr, 128–132.  
(Concerning these curious mounds, Dawson puts forward a ‘possible explanation which appears not to have 
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32 
 some one or more great pottery centres (probably distant) during a considerable period of time, the return 
cargoes being clay for use at the potteries.’ Dawson’s article prompted a response from the Red Hills Explor-
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33 
 Dawson, C. & Lewis, J. 1896. Description of and remarks on the dungeon cells at Hastings Castle.  Sussex 
Archaeological Collections, 40, 222–235, 4 plates (1 folded).  (Read at the Society’s visit to the Castle on  
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falling side by side between the so-called staple holes.’ The Rev. E. Marshall had drawn attention to this 
discoloration in 1877, a year before the tunnel was sealed to visitors, and had attributed it to an ‘exudation’ 
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Among works cited by Dawson the following may be noted: Elsden 1887, Mantell 1833, Topley 1875, 
Godwin-Austen 1851, Dixon 1878, Piette & Pilloy 1907.) 
 
Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1913b. Supplementary note on the discovery of a Palæolithic human skull 
and mandible at Piltdown (Sussex).  Abstracts of the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 
949 (31 Dec), 28–31.  (Abstract of paper and full record of discussion, with contributions from A. Keith, W. 
J. Sollas, W. Boyd Dawkins, and A. S. Underwood; includes details of specimens exhibited. See Dawson & 
Woodward 1914a for full text of paper and reprint of discussion.) 
 
Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1914a. Supplementary note on the discovery of a Palæolithic human skull 
and mandible at Piltdown (Sussex). Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society of London, 70 (1) 25 Apr, 
82–99 (with discuss), plates XIV–XV.  (Paper read before the Geological Society, 17 Dec 1913; the principal 
new findings included some nasal bones and a lower canine tooth; with an appendix by G. E. Smith ‘On the 
exact determination of the median plane of the Piltdown skull’, pp. 93–97.) 
 
Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1914b. On a bone implement from Piltdown (Sussex).  Abstracts of the 
Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 965 (10 Dec), 15–18.  (Abstract of paper and full 
record of discussion, with contributions from G. F. Lawrence, W. Dale, Reginald Smith, E. A. Martin,  
A. S. Kennard, F. P. Mennell, and S. Hazzledine Warren. See Dawson & Woodward 1915 for full text of 
paper and reprint of discussion.) 
 
Dawson, C. & Woodward, A. S. 1915. On a bone implement from Piltdown (Sussex).  Quarterly Journal of 
the Geological Society of London, 71 (1) 17 Sept, 144–149 (with discuss), plate 14 (folded).  (The strange 
‘implement’ described here had evidently been carved from the limb-bone of an elephant. In the discussion 
that followed the reading of this paper, Reginald Smith of the British Museum stated that ‘it would rank as 
by far the oldest undoubted work of man in bone...’,  but added that ‘the possibility of the bone having been 
found and whittled in recent times must be considered.’ He could not imagine ‘any use for an implement that 
looked like part of a cricket-bat.’) 
 
Dawson, C.  (see also Keith 1913c, Seward 1913, Woodward 1911. For other papers by Dawson not listed 
here see Farrant 2013, app. 2. For obituaries and biographical accounts see: Keith 1916, Woodward 1916, 
34 
 Wright, S. 2000, Spencer 2004, Farrant 2013. The Charles Dawson Collection, held by Hastings Museum 
and Art Gallery, consists of two boxes of documents, two boxes of finds and some larger objects. For a full 
list of contents see:  http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/a2a/records.aspx?cat=509-hasmg&cid=-1#-1   For a 
discussion of Dawson as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006, 16–18.) 
 
Dawson, W. R. (ed.) 1938. Sir Grafton Elliot Smith: a biographical record by his colleagues.  London: 
Jonathan Cape, 272 pp, 4 plates.  (Ch. I: General biography, by W. R. Dawson, refers to Elliot Smith’s 
examination of the Piltdown skull and visits to the site, pp. 59–60. Ch. VI: The Manchester period, by J. S. 
B. Stopford, briefly describes the excitement in the Department of Anatomy at University of Manchester 
where Smith was Professor of Anatomy at the time of the Piltdown discovery, p. 160. Full list of published 
works, pp. 219–253.) 
 
Day, M. 1987. Who dunnit down at the gravel pit?  Nature, 326 (5 Mar), 24–25.  (A review of Blinderman’s 
The Piltdown Inquest. Michael Day, Professor of the  Division of Anatomy, United Medical and Dental 
Schools, London, gives credit to J. S. Weiner for realising that the explanation for the strange anatomy and 
the fluorine results had to be fraud. ‘There is no doubt that the Piltdown forger was knowledgeable, skilful, 
cunning and fortunate. The gullibility of the scientists at the time seems likely to have been due not to stupidity 
but to a desire to see evidence for a theory that was so compelling and satisfying. The hoaxer could lead them 
on from find to find, confirming their best guesses every time and feeding their scientific vanity. We are 
never so vulnerable as when others are confirming our views.’) 
 
De Mille, R. 1979. Of Piltdown Men and Don Juan forgeries―the surprising costs of scientific hoaxes.  
Human Behavior, 8 (Mar), 68–69. 
 
De Vries, H. & Oakley, K. 1959. Radiocarbon dating of the Piltdown skull and jaw.  Nature, 184 (25 July), 
224–226.  (Radiocarbon dating shows that the Piltdown jaw is of geologically recent age, at 500 ± 100 years, 
while the cranium of Piltdown I  is found to be 620 ± 100 years. These dates were later confirmed by Vogel 
& Waterbolk 1964. But see Spencer & Stringer 1989.) 
 
Dempster, W. J. 1996. Something up Dawson’s sleeve?  Nature, 382 (18 July), 202.  (The writer is 
unimpressed by Gardiner’s assertion, as summarised in Gee 1996, that Hinton was the Piltdown forger) 
 
Dempster, W. J. 1997. Piltdown: the simple answer.  The Independent, 27 Mar.  (Response to a report on 21 
March concerning a meeting of the Linnean Society (also reported by Barwick 1997) at which various theories 
were aired about the possible instigator of the Piltdown forgery. In regard to earlier accusations against Keith, 
he points out that Keith had mixed feelings from the beginning about the true nature of the Piltdown jaw. ‘I 
was present that day in 1953 when Weiner and co descended on the Buckston Browne Research Farm with a 
“doctored” chimpanzee jaw bone. To my amazement, Arthur Keith gave in immediately. So why did he not 
respond like that in 1912? He was a young man then and very ambitious, whereas Smith Woodward was at 
the top of the scientific establishment...’ The writer accuses Dawson, but seems to implicate Woodward also.) 
 
Dennell, R. W. 1992  (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: bemoans the fact that of the 20 and more 
persons suspected of complicity in the Piltdown forgery, not one of them is a woman!) 
 
Dennell, R. W. 1994. ‘Son of Piltdown Man Found At Boxgrove’ / ‘Forget Piltdown ― We’ve Still Got the 
Oldest’.  Antiquity, 68, no. 260, 482–483.  (The discovery in 1994 of the Sussex Boxgrove Man has led to 
expressions of nationalistic pride and press jingoism reminiscent of the Piltdown discoveries in 1912. ‘The 
TV crews had a field day, and accorded Boxgrove Man the same degree of importance that Indian Jones 
ascribed to the Lost Arc... “The discovery is a triumph for British archaeology” proclaimed The Independent 
before settling into it’s-great-to-be-British-mode... and “every Englishman may walk a little taller in the 
recognition that he is descended from such a striking creature”... Why are we and the public served such 
codswallop?... It is a sad reflection on journalism that sensationalism remains the main means of commun-
ication. Consequently, we have again been dished up a fake, however genuine this time the fossil might be.’) 
 
Dennell, R. W. 2001. From Sangiran to Olduvai, 1937–1960: the quest for “centres” of hominid origins in 
Asia and Africa. In: Studying human origins: disciplinary history and epistemology / edited by R. Corbey 
& W. Roebroeks.  Amsterdam: Amsterdam university Press, pp. 45–66. 
 
Dietrich, W. O. 1916. Neues vom Eoanthropus Dawsoni Smith-Woodward.  Naturwissenschaftliche 
Wochenstchrift, 31, 714–715.  (Seems doubtful about the claimed association between jaw and cranium) 
 
Dietrich, W. O. 1917. Ein angeblicher Vormensch aus Südengland.  Unsere Welt, 9, 363–370.  (The 
Piltdown finds) 
35 
 DiPietro, F. 2004. The Piltdown latitudes. New York: iUniverse, xi,201 pp. (It is unclear what connection 
this disturbingly funny and weirdly surreal novel has with the subject of Piltdown, unless it be in regard to 
the identity of the perpetrator of the novel’s crime! It adds another meaning to the expression ‘graveyard 
humour.’ Not for the faint hearted, and should be read to the accompaniment of ‘Graveyard’ by the Butthole 
Surfers.) 
 
Ditch, D.  (Dorren Ditch was Dawson’s dentist : see Anon. 1955b) 
 
Dixon, A. F. 1917. Note on the fragment of the lower jaw from Piltdown, Sussex.  Nature, 99 (12 July), 399.  
(Abstract of a paper read to the Royal Dublin Society, 26 June. Professor Dixon believes that the ape-like 
peculiarities of the Piltdown jaw have been over emphasised, and suggests comparison with that of a Melan-
esian islander.) 
 
Dixon, F. 1878. The geology of Sussex, or, the geology and fossils of the Tertiary and Cretaceous formations 
of Sussex / by the late Frederick Dixon. New edition, revised and augmented by T. Rupert Jones.  Brighton: 
William J. Smith, xxiv,469 pp, [66] plates.  (Ch. VI. Geological features of Brighton, Lewes, and Newhaven, 
pp. 98–117. These notes were evidently supplied by T. R. Jones from various published sources. The descript-
tion of the gravel pits at Barcombe, derived from Mantell 1833, gives rise to the following unaccredited 
footnote on p. 110: ‘These gravels, often containing the bones of Elephant &c., are regarded as having been 
deposited when the rivers of the Weald were probably greater, and certainly flowed at much higher levels, 
than at present.’ See comments under Godwin-Austen.) 
 
Dodson, E. O.  1981. Piltdown in letters.  Natural History, 90, (6), 16–21.  (Defends Teilhard de Chardin 
against Gould’s accusation of complicity in the Piltdown affair) 
 
Dodson, E. O.  1981. Was Pierre Teilhard de Chardin a co-conspirator at Piltdown?  Teilhard Review, 16, 
16–21.  (Not seen) 
 
Dommisse, G. F. 1992. More views on the Piltdown saga.  Adler Museum Bulletin, 18 (2), 21–23.  (A 
contribution to the discussion concerning the assertions of Tobias 1991,1992b against Arthur Keith. See 
Tobias 1992d for reply.) 
 
Douglas, J. A. (Professor Douglas, who died in 1978, made some ludicrous tape-recorded assertions about 
his predecessor W. J. Sollas, Professor of Geology at Oxford University, in consequence of which Sollas 
became implicated in both the Piltdown and Sherborne frauds. One suspects that Douglas may have harboured 
a grudge against Sollas, who un-obligingly retained his professorship to the age of 87 before yielding the Chair 
to Douglas. It seems incredible that anyone should have taken Douglas seriously, but see Halstead 1978.) 
 
Downes, R. L. 1954. Charles Dawson.  The Times, 23 Nov, 9.  (In response to The Times feature concerning 
possible forged iron objects in the Dawson collection at Hastings Museum (Baines 1954), the writer states 
that ‘As the person who originated the investigation of the four iron objects...may I be permitted to make the 
position clear? The [Beauport Park] statuette has been proved to be of grey cast-iron, and to be a miniature 
replica of a Roman statue. That is all that can be said with certainty. My suggestion of a recent and Continental 
origin is only one possible explanation... The other three iron objects are doubtful... We must wait for a 
complete review of the evidence of Mr. Dawson’s activities, ranging from his honest and talented work to 
his undoubted deceptions, before passing any judgement on him or on such debatable specimens.’) 
 
Downes, R. L. 1956. Charles Dawson on trial (a study in archaeology).  Unpublished typescript and ms, 
Sussex Archaeological Society, Lewes, 2 folders (chapters 1–43, c.407 leaves) + appendix in separate folder 
(54 leaves) + folder of correspondence (more than 200 pp) + envelope containing many newspaper cuttings.  
(Robert Leslie Downes was a graduate student of the University of Birmingham who wrote a dissertation on 
the history of the English iron industry incorporating a study of Dawson’s Beauport Park statuette. He initially 
believed it to be genuine until alerted in May 1954 to Dawson’s link with the Piltdown fraud, which prompted 
him to undertake a detailed re-examination of both the statuette and other Dawson-related items. Some of his 
findings found a place in Weiner’s Piltdown Forgery. Having supplied Weiner with a document that was 
intended as an appendix, though not so-used, he went on to prepare a more ambitious work for publication, 
but failed to find a publisher. Walsh (1996, 247) gives as reason the ‘rather inept presentation in both writing 
and organization of the extensive materials.’ Downe’s initial findings were evidently poached by Baines 
(1954; and see reaction from Downes 1954). His unpublished papers were first utilised by Walsh 1996. Miles 
Russell discovered the Downes papers while completing the final stages of his own work (Russell, 2003, 7) 
but was nevertheless able to make extensive use of them.) 
 
36 
 Doyle, A. C. [1912]. The lost world: being an account of the recent amazing adventures of Professor George 
E. Challenger, Lord John Roxton, Professor Summerlee, and Mr. E. D. Malone of the “Daily Gazette.”  
London: Hodder and Stoughton, 320 pp, [8] plates.  (First published serially in The Strand Magazine, April‒ 
Nov 1912, this much celebrated novel appeared in book form in the autumn of that year. Among other things 
it features a tribe of ape-men. Malone’s first encounter with one of these creatures records it as having had ‘a 
human face ― or at least it was far more human than any monkey’s that I have ever seen. It was long, whitish, 
and blotched with pimples, the nose flattened, and the lower jaw projecting, with a bristle of coarse whiskers 
round the chin. The eyes, which were under thick and heavy brows, were bestial and ferocious, and as it 
opened its mouth to snarl what sounded like a curse at me I observed that it had curved, sharp canine teeth.’ 
Later, a bedraggled Roxton, having escaped capture by the creatures, pronounces them ‘Ape-men ― that’s 
what they are ― Missin’ Links, and I wish they had stayed missin’. In 1983 Winslow & Meyer accused 
Conan Doyle of having perpetrated the Piltdown ‘hoax’. The evidence, they say, is all to be found in the 
pages of The Lost World. See also Milner 1990, Anderson 1996, Highfield 1997, Gornall 2003. The first 
English edition of this work is freely available from the California Digital Library. The Strand Magazine 
serialisation was illustrated by Harry Rountree and included a startling image of Malone’s later encounter 
with a fearsome ape-man: “I felt an intolerable pressure forcing my head back.” These illustrations were not 
included in the book. The English edition did not depict the ape-men, but the U.S. edition (New York: George 
H. Doran Company, [6],309 pp, [16] plates) contained additional illustrations by Joseph Clement Coll, 
including an image of Malone’s first encounter with an ape-man, facing p. 190: ‘I read hatred and menace in 
the evil eyes’.) 
 
Doyle, A. C.  (for a discussion of Conan Doyle as a suspect in the Piltdown forgery see Turrittin 2006, 18‒19. 
The earliest suggestion that Doyle was involved was made by Watson 1954.) 
 
Doyle, J. C. & Costello, P. 1987. The letter Science 83 refused to print.  Baker Street Miscellanea, no. 49, 
35–37.  (This letter, from Dame Jean Conan Doyle, had been prompted by an article in the journal Science 83 
by John Winslow, which accused her father, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, of having perpetrated the ‘hoax’ at 
Piltdown. She dismisses the article as ‘a piece of silly-season journalism, a mere frivolity.’ Addressed 
originally to the editor of Science 83, it was never published until taken up by the present journal.) 
 
Drawhorn, G. M. 1994. Piltdown: evidence of Smith-Woodward’s complicity. Paper presented in a poster 
session of the American Association of Physical Anthropologists on 1 April 1994 and reproduced in full on  
Richard Harter’s website, 9 pp.  An abstract appeared in American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 37, 
Supplement 18, 1994, 82; Turrittin 2006, 28–9, states that the presentation was actually made on 31 Mar, not 
on April Fool’s Day.  (A review of the excavational/curatorial histories of the source localities for a number 
of introduced elements in the Piltdown assemblage indicates that Woodward had both intimate knowledge of 
and access to all of the requisite specimens. A Dawson-Woodward nexus is made more plausible by their 
long association. Woodward’s primary motivation may have been an effort to establish himself as the principal 
candidate for the coveted directorship of the natural History Museum. On this last point see remarks by G. 
G. Simpson in Gardiner 1987.) 
 
Drawhorn, G. M. 1996. Piltdown.  Pacific Discovery, 49 (4), 45.  (A response to Anderson 1996) 
 
Drennan, M. R. 1927. A contribution to the Piltdown problem. Nature, 120 (17 Dec), 874.  (The writer, 
based in the Anatomy Department, University of Cape Town, presents reasons for a new estimate of the 
cranial capacity of the Piltdown skull) 
 
Drew, P. E. (see Tobias 1994) 
 
Dubois, E. 1894. Pithecanthropus erectus: eine menschenaehnliche Uebergangsform aus Java.  Batavia: 
Landesdruckerei, 39 pp, 2 plates.  (Eugène Dubois believed that he had found the long sought after ‘missing 
link’ with his discovery in 1891 of an ape-like skullcap, a human-looking thighbone and two molar teeth on 
the banks of the Solo River in eastern Java, which he dated to the Pliocene. Yet doubts were soon expressed 
concerning the professed geological age and mutual relations of the finds. Some scientists considered the 
skullcap to belong to a giant gibbon, a view that Dubois himself appears at some stage to have entertained.) 
 
Dubois, E. 1896. On Pithecanthropus erectus: a transitional form between man and the apes.  Scientific 
Transactions of the Royal Dublin Society, ser. 2, 6 (1), 1–18.  (In this English language account of the Java 
find, the author emphasises the great age of the bones and teeth in stating that ‘Their colour is chocolate-
brown; they are harder than marble, and very heavy.’ E. T. Newton (1897) was likewise struck by the ‘dark 
brown colour’ of the Java bones. One may suppose that the Piltdown forger was similarly impressed.) 
 
37 
 Duckworth, W. L. H. 1912a. Prehistoric man. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, viii,156 pp  
(Duckworth’s views on human evolution were not dissimilar to those of Arthur Keith. Thus he declares that 
the simple linear story of evolution is incorrect, and that probably ‘men of Galley Hill type preceded in point 
of time the men of the lower Neanderthal type.’ Not seen. For his more detailed discussion of the Galley Hill 
skeleton see Duckworth 1913.) 
 
Duckworth, W. L. H. 1912b  (contribution to discussion in Dawson & Woodward 1912. Philip Tobias, in 
Spencer 1990a, ix–x, records conversations with Wynfrid Laurence Duckworth (1870–1956), a Cambridge 
anatomist and physical anthropologist, who claimed to have examined the Piltdown remains before the formal 
announcement in Dec1912, and ‘had spotted at once that the patina on the cranium and on the jaw differed. 
He had written volumes of unpublished observations and reflections on the Piltdown remains...’ Costello 
1986 has implicated Duckworth in the Piltdown fraud on the basis of a rumour at Cambridge; on this last 
point see Spencer 1990a, 232, n. 78) 
 
Duckworth, W. L. H. 1913a. The problem of the Galley Hill skeleton. In: Essays and studies presented to 
William Ridgeway / edited by E. C. Quiggin.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 458–473. 
 
Duckworth, W. L. H. 1913b (see Anon. 1913f) 
 
Duckworth, W. L. H. 1925. The fossil anthropoid ape from Taungs.  Nature, 115 (14 Feb), 236. (Reaction 
to the announcement by Dart 1925 of his discovery of Australopithecus) 
 
Durrenberger, E. 1965. More about Holmes and the Piltdown problem.  Baker Street Journal, 15, 28‒31. 
 
Eastwood, T. & Oakley, K. P. 1953. [Presentation of the Henry Stopes Memorial Medal to Dr. K. P. Oakley 
in recognition of his work on the prehistory of Man.]  Proceedings of the Geologists’ Association, 64 (1), 
50–51. (At the Annual General Meeting of the Society on 7 Mar 1952, the President, Tom Eastwood of the 
Geological Survey, presented Oakley with a medal, noting among other things that ‘In collaboration with the 
chemists of the Government Laboratory, you applied the fixation of fluorine in bones and teeth to the dating 
of the Swanscombe Skull, to the Galley Hill Skeleton―thus ending more than sixty years of controversy― 
and to the Piltdown Skull.’ Oakley in reply, acknowledging those who had given him encouragement, added 
‘Nor do I forget...how much I owe to the stimulus of working for a time on the Geological Survey, and thereby 
coming into contact with you and your colleagues. Especially would I like to mention Mr. Bromehead, who, 
in the course of my work on rock-phosphates during the war, led me to take an interest in the geological 
aspects of fluorosis, which had an unexpected outcome; and Mr. Henry Dewey, who introduced me to the 
Swanscombe gravels.’) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1925. Ordnance Survey County Series six-inch map, Sussex 40NE (west half), with ms. 
geological lines and hand-colouring (confined to superficial deposits, or ‘drift’) and notes in red ink. British 
Geological Survey, Keyworth, geologists’ field-slip collection, NGDC/FC/14256.  (Edmunds has marked 
two trial pits on the N side of the hedge opposite the ‘Piltdown pit’. These were probably the work of Smith 
Woodward, who states in The Earliest Englishman (1948, 13) that after Dawson’s death he ‘was able to open 
a series of pits along the other side of the hedge in a field adjacent to the original pit.’ One of these pits is 
recorded in a Geological Survey photograph (Rhodes 1925a). The reverse side of the field-slip, which is 
signed and dated April 1925, includes a pencilled note on the Piltdown gravel. The geology of the Piltdown 
area, part of British Geological Survey 1:50 000 series England and Wales sheet 319 Lewes, was remapped 
by Bristow 1964.)  
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1926 (see White 1926) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1950. Note on the gravel deposit from which the Piltdown skull was obtained.  Abstracts of 
the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, no. 1457, 39–40;  reprinted in Quarterly Journal of the 
Geological Society of London, 103 (1), 133–134.  (Charles Dawson stated, wrongly, that the Piltdown gravel 
is situated at 80 ft above the level of the River Ouse, whereas it is only at 50–55 ft.  W. J. Sollas (1924, 183) 
took Dawson’s figure and converted it to 25 metres, and then equated the Piltdown terrace to the 30 m terrace 
of the Thames, thence drawing the deduction that the gravels are probably of Chellean age. ‘Thus was a 50-
foot terrace elevated to a 30-metres, or 100-foot, terrace.’) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1953. [Lewis Abbott’s chemical treatment of the Piltdown skull.] In: Spencer 1990b, 222–
223. (In a typewritten letter to K. P. Oakley, dated 24 Nov 1953, Edmunds recalls making the acquaintance 
of Lewis Abbott in 1924 while he was engaged in revising the geological map of the Lewes district for the 
Geological Survey. ‘He himself told me that he had worked with Dawson on the Piltdown skull and that the 
skull had been in his possession in his house six months before Smith Woodward saw it; and I gathered from 
38 
 him that he had soaked it in bichromate to harden it. I have every reason to believe that those statements 
were matters of fact. This has some bearing on the view as to who was the author of the forgeries you have 
detected...’) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1954. [Geological age of the Piltdown gravels.]  Proceedings of the Geological Society of 
London, no. 1514, cxv‒cxvi.  (Written contribution to a discussion on 2 June 1954 demonstrating the results 
of new investigative techniques applied to the Piltdown assemblage. The author states that there was never 
any well-authenticated stratigraphical evidence to support the great antiquity claimed for the Piltdown gravels. 
The correct height of the deposit above the level of the River Ouse, stated by Dawson to be 80 ft, but in reality 
only 50 ft, could have been established in 1913 by reference to the contoured six-inch Ordnance Survey map. 
Until 1925 (Edmunds, in White 1926) there appears to have been no attempt to check Dawson’s statement. 
Even after that date the implications of the check seem to have been generally unappreciated until 1935 when 
K. P. Oakley drew A. T. Marston’s attention to the findings of Edmunds, as reported in Marston 1937, p. 394. 
It thus became clear that the Piltdown deposit had been wrongly correlated with the 100-foot terrace of the 
Thames, from which Marston had obtained the Swanscombe skull, whereas it actually correlated with the 
much younger 50-foot terrace of the Thames. See Beer 1954) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1955a. The geology of the Piltdown neighbourhood. In: Further contributions to the solution 
of the Piltdown problem / J. Weiner, et al.  Bulletin of the British Museum (Natural History), Geology, 2 (6), 
273–275.  (Includes a geological sketch map (Fig. 7) showing the 50-foot gravel terrace as surveyed by the 
writer for the Geological Survey in 1925. Prior to this date the Piltdown gravel had not been depicted on the 
Geological Survey map, which effectively gave scope for Dawson to place his own interpretation on the age 
of deposit. See Geological Survey of Great Britain. See Edmunds 1925 for reference to the geological field 
map from which Fig. 7 is derived.) 
 
Edmunds, F. H. 1955b. [Book review:] The Piltdown Forgery, by  J. S. Weiner.  Discovery, 16 (3) Mar, 
129‒130.  (The reviewer considers Weiner’s efforts to identify the ‘hoaxer‘ as unconvincing. Weiner’s 
arguments ‘seem to be compounded in part of assumptions, and personal opinions of the author.’ Further-
more, ‘Instances of unwarranted assumptions appear on pp. 149 and 185.’ Thus, on p. 149 it is said that F. H. 
Edmunds may have passed on information about Dawson’s use of dichromate to Woodward in 1926; and on 
p. 185 it is stated, from ‘personal communication’, that Edmunds in 1926 had been as bemused at Lewis 
Abbott’s claim to have found a ‘Hastings Lower Pleistocene bed’ as had Dawson in 1913. To which the 
reviewer replies: ‘All Mr. Edmunds can say is that he has no recollection of having done (1), and that it is 
most unlikely that he did so, and that (2) is equally unlikely.’ Notes that ‘the somewhat long list of errata 
bears witness to hurried production...’) 
 
Ehgartner, W. 1954. Das Ende des Piltdown-Dilemmas.  Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, 83, 
200‒204. 
 
Ehrich, R. W. & Henderson, G. M. 1954. Concerning the Piltdown hoax and the rise of a new dogmatism.  
American Anthropologist, 56 (June), 433–436.  (Not seen) 
 
Eiseley, L. 1955. Fossil man and human evolution.  Yearbook of Physical Anthropology, 1, 61–78. (Discussion 
of the Piltdown forgery, pp. 65–67. Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
 
Eiseley, L. 1956. Reviews: The Piltdown forgery, by J. S. Weiner...1955.  American Journal of Physical 
Anthropology, 14 (1), 124‒126. 
 
Elliott, D. 1988. The curious incident of the missing link: Arthur Conan Doyle and Piltdown Man. Toronto: 
The Bootmakers of Toronto, Occasional Papers, no. 2, vi, 36 pp.  (After a lengthy analysis of the case made 
against Conan Doyle by Winslow & Meyer 1983, the author concludes that no evidence has been put forward 
beyond the suggestive. See also under Addenda at the end of this Bibliography.) 
 
Elliott, D. & Pilot, R. 1996. Baker Street meets Piltdown Man. Baker Street Journal, 46, 13–28.  (A rebuttal 
of the ‘evidence’ presented by Anderson 1996. Not seen) 
 
Elliott, G. F. S. 1914. Prehistoric man.  Proceedings, Royal Philosophical Society of Glasgow, 45, 17‒27.  
(Including a discussion of the age of the Piltdown remains. Elliott had earlier written to Smith Woodward on 
the subject: see Spencer 1990b, 63. Not seen.) 
 
Elliott, G. F. S. 1915. Prehistoric man and his story.  London: Seeley, xiv,398 pp.  (Piltdown woman,   
pp. 125–129. While supportive of Smith Woodward’s reconstruction of the Piltdown remains, the author 
nevertheless notes that ‘The jaw in some respects resembles that of a young chimpanzee.’ He considers the 
skull to differ from modern man only to the extent in which it differs in some primitive races.) 
39 
 Elsden, J. V. 1887. On the superficial geology of the southern portion of the Wealden area.  Quarterly 
Journal of the Geological Society of London, 43 (4), 637–656, folded section.  (The Ouse basin, pp. 646–8. 
Describes patches of raised river-terrace gravel at Crink Hill (near Barcombe Mill), Barcombe village and 
elsewhere in the valley of the River Ouse. ‘So far as the river-gravels are concerned, the Ouse north of 
Barcombe has very few patches of any importance, although small deposits occur at Isfield, Little Horsted, 
Buckham Hill, and Buxted Park, while loams and brickearth occur near Sheffield Bridge and Lindfield.’ No 
mention is made of the gravel at Barkham Manor, confirming that its presence was ostensibly unknown to 
geologists at this time. In opposition to the views of earlier authors, the writer argues that these raised 
gravels were deposited by the existing rivers before they cut down to their present levels. Previous writers 
had argued in terms of either catastrophic or marine deposition.) 
 
Emerson, J. & Weiner, J. S. 1955a. The Piltdown mystery. I.―The Sussex Wizard.  Sunday Times, 9 Jan, 4.  
(‘This fascinating study in real-life detection, written by Joyce Emerson in collaboration with Dr. J. S. Weiner, 
is based on Dr. Weiner’s forthcoming book “The Piltdown Forgery,” to be published...February 17.’ The 
subject is dealt with under the following heads:  “Dawn Man”;  The Scientific Tests;  Deceiver or Dupe?; 
Curiosities Unearthed;  The Darwinian Link. Also included is a tabulation of the Piltdown remains from 
Sites I and II, together with test results.) 
 
Emerson, J. & Weiner, J. S. 1955b. The Piltdown mystery. II―The play of events.  Sunday Times, 16 Jan, 
4. (Castle Lodge; Plagiarism;  Suspicion Grows;  Fresh Finds;  Evidence of the Tooth;  Dawson’s Colleagues;  
The Jeweller. This last head concerns Lewis Abbott, about whom it is said: ‘If Abbot’s role can be defined, 
it must have been that of the reckless enthusiast, championing Piltdown Man without reserve; pronouncing 
upon all aspects of the finds―the antiquity of the gravels, the workmanship of the flints and even the 
significance of the bones.’ The Castle Lodge story prompted a correction by Salzman 1955b.) 
 
Emerson, J. & Weiner, J. S. 1955c. The Piltdown mystery. III―“Watch C. Dawson”.  Sunday Times, 23 
Jan, 4. (Eoliths; The Lost Cabinet; A Dilemma; “Salting the Mine”; A Third Skull; Ambition. ‘In this hoax, 
there is [a] similarity with the Van Meergeren affair. Art historians, puzzled by the absence of any examples 
of Vermeer’s work dating from the middle period of his life, had, at the back of their minds, the idea that 
paintings from this period might one day be discovered. Van Meergeren supplied them with fakes which 
they did not hesitate to accept as the pictures they believed must exist. Dawson produced for the scientists 
the “missing link” in the form in which it had been eagerly anticipated and they were equally overjoyed.’ 
The finger of guilt (from Emerson) is clearly pointed at Dawson, yet ‘We have assumed that  Dawson was 
the culprit, but, as Dr. Weiner points out, the arguments at our disposal are finally arguments by exclusion. 
The clues, however, seem to lead inexorably towards Dawson.’) 
 
Ennouchi, E. 1954. Essai de chronologie à propos de l’homme de Piltdown.  Bulletin de la Société de 
Préhistoire du Maroc, nouvelle série, 7/8, 93‒103.  (Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
 
Esbroeck, G. van 1972. Pleine lumière sur l’imposture de Piltdown.  Paris: Editions du Cèdre, 75 pp.  
(Accuses William Ruskin Butterworth, curator of Hastings Museum, of being the Piltdown forger in collusion 
with Venus Hargreaves, the labourer employed at Barkham Manor. His argument is that Butterworth was 
greatly put out on learning through a chance remark from Teilhard de Chardin, in 1909, that Dawson had 
quietly appropriated a series of bones of the dinosaur Iguanodon from a Hastings quarry and presented them 
to the Natural History Museum at South Kensington. He carried out the ‘hoax’ in revenge. This theory seems 
to ignore the evidence that Dawson had already made his first find at Piltdown probably in the previous year, 
assuming we accept the coconut story and the indirect evidence for the year in which that event occurred. 
Teilhard’s role in the Piltdown affair is discussed at some length. Reviewed by Thuillier 1972. Discussed in 
Spencer 1990a, 165–167 & Turrittin 2006, 29.) 
 
Essex, R. 1955. The Piltdown plot: a hoax that grew.  Kent and Sussex Journal, 2 (4), 94–95; reprinted in 
Bowden 1977.  (‘A defence of Charles Dawson’. Robert Essex, a science master at Uckfield Grammar School, 
came into regular contact with Dawson during the period 1912–15 and witnessed a number of things that 
lead him to believe that Teilhard de Chardin (only referred to as ‘X’) was implicated in the ‘hoax’. See also 
Head 1971, and statements by Essex discussed and reproduced in Spencer 1990b, 230–235, 241.)  
 
Estling, R. 1990. Leg before cricket.  New Scientist, 128 (24 Nov), 67.  (‘Solly Zuckerman’s attempt to 
point the finger of suspicion at Martin Hinton...comes to grief, I think, over the very fact that Hinton was a 
hoaxer―but a joking one, and not a serious-minded fraudster.’ The letter is accompanied by an editorial 
cartoon ‘The Neanderthal v. Cro Magnon Test Match’.) 
 
Evans, J. 1863. The human remains at Abbeville.  Athenaeum, 42, 19–20.  (The Moulin-Quignon jaw: see 
comments under Boucher de Perthes) 
40 
 Evans, J. 1897. The ancient stone implements, weapons and ornaments, of Great Britain. 2nd ed. rev. 
London: Longmans, Green and Co, xviii,747 pp, 2 plates.  (In a discussion on the manner in which stone 
‘celts’ were hafted, pp. 151–172, the author briefly alludes to the account by Charles Dawson (1894a) of a 
wooden-hafted flint hatchet, pp. 153–4, and remarks that ‘Neither the description nor the drawings of this 
and other objects found with it are such as to inspire complete confidence.’) 
 
Evans, J. H. 1955. Farewell to Piltdown.  Archaeologia Cantiana, 69, 179‒186.  (Not seen) 
 
Fagan, B. 1991. Book review: [Spencer 1990]. Archaeology, 44 (May/June), 58–60. (Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
 
Falconer, H. 1868. On the evidence in the case of the controverted human jaw and flint-implements of 
Moulin-Quignon. In: Palæontological memoirs and notes of the late Hugh Falconer... / compiled and edited 
by C. Murchison.  London: Robert Hardwicke, vol. 2, pp. 601–605.  (See comments under Boylan 1979) 
 
Falconer, H. (for Gibraltar skull see Keith 1911a) 
 
Farrant, J. H. 2013. Prelude to Piltdown: Charles Dawson’s origins, career and antiquarian pursuits, 1864–
1911, and their repercussions.  Sussex Archaeological Collections, 151, 145–186. (Although much has been 
written about Dawson’s either proved or alleged fabrications and misdeeds, little has been published on his 
earlier life with adequate documentation. Drawing on sources not previously used, this article describes his 
family background, upbringing and fossil collecting, together with his career as a solicitor, and explores his 
antiquarian pursuits in Sussex, particularly his association with Hastings Museum and with the Sussex 
Archaeological Society (including the Society’s ejection from Castle Lodge), his excavations at Hastings 
Castle and the Lavant caves, the Beauport Park statuette, the Pevensey Roman bricks, his History of 
Hastings Castle and his attempt to thwart L. F. Salzman’s election to the Society of Antiquaries. Also 
examined is the background to the fossil ‘mammal’ Plagiaulax dawsoni (dealt with in more detail in a 
digitally archived appendix). Much use was made of Peter Costello’s unpublished book (Costello 1989). 
The following 5 appendices (42 pp) are available from the Archaeological Data Service website: Appendix 
1. Consolidated list of primary and secondary sources, pp. 2–7; Appendix 2. List of the published works of 
Charles Dawson, pp. 8–14; Appendix 3. Charles Dawson, ‘The Priory of Hastings. The old and the new. A 
pilgrimage’, Hastings & St Leonards Observer, 24 November 1888, pp. 15–20; Plagiaulax dawsoni, pp. 21–
37; Appendix 5. The mourners at Charles Dawson’s funeral, 12 August 1916, pp. 38–41; Corrigenda to the 
main article, p. 42. Available at:  http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archiveDS/archiveDownload?t=arch-
285-1/dissemination/pdf/vol_151/Farrant_ADS.pdf ) 
 
Farrar, R. A. H. 1979a. Sollas and the Sherborne bone.  Nature, 277 (25 Jan), 260.  (Points out a number of 
flaws in Halstead’s account of Douglas’s tape recording linking W. J. Sollas with the Piltdown ‘hoax’, but 
more particularly with respect to the Sherborne engraved bone controversy.) 
 
Farrar, R. A. H. 1979b. The Sherborne controversy.  Antiquity, 53 (Nov), no. 209, 211‒216.  (The author 
suggests that the falsity of the Sherborne engraved bone, as claimed by W. J. Sollas in 1924, is by no means 
a foregone conclusion. With a note on the antiquity of the Sherborne bone by K. P. Oakley, pp. 215‒216. 
This prompted a communication from Sieveking 1980.) 
 
Farrar, R. A. H. 1981. The Sherborne bone again.  Antiquity, 55 (Mar), no. 213, 44‒46, plate IV.  (A reply 
to Sieveking 1980, including a report from Theya Molleson, of the Natural History Museum, on a study of 
photomicrographs of the Sherborne engraving. There was a further response from Sieveking 1981.) 
 
Fedele, F. G. 1992  (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: the writer is not convinced that Keith’s 
support for Eoanthropus is entirely to blame for the poor reception afforded to Australopithecus, and points 
out that there was a broader climate of opinion which inspired a coolness towards the early African finds. 
‘One may even venture to suggest that the dismissal of Dart’s fossil was affected only slightly less by 
Sinanthropus than by the “Earliest Englishman” from Barkham Manor.’) 
 
Feder, K. L. 1990. Piltdown, paradigms, and the paranormal.  Skeptical Inquirer, 14 (4), 397‒402. 
 
Feder, K. L. 1990. Frauds, myths, and mysteries: science and pseudoscience in archaeology.  Mountain 
View, California: Mayfield Publishing Co, 231 pp.  (Dawson’s Dawn Man: the hoax at Piltdown, pp. 40–55. 
‘A definitive answer to the question “whodunnit” may never be forthcoming. The lesson in Piltdown, though, 
is clear ... many were convinced by what appears to be, in hindsight, an inelegant fake. It shows quite clearly 
that scientists, though striving to be objective observers and explainers of the world around them, are, in the 
end, human. Many accepted the Piltdown evidence because they wished to―it supported a more comfortable 
view of human evolution [that the development of the brain led to the capacity for speech, rather than the 
41 
 reverse]. Furthermore, perhaps out of naivete, they could not even conceive that a fellow thinker about human 
origins would wish to trick them...’) 
 
Fernández, J. 1987. Sherlock Holmes va de cráneo.  Quimera, 65, 50‒57. 
 
Findlay, G. H. 1972. Dr. Robert Broom, F.R.S.: palaeontologist and physician, 1866–1951: a biography, 
appreciation and bibliography.  Cape Town: A. A. Balkema, xv,157 pp, 32 plates. 
 
Forestier, A. 1912. A discovery of supreme importance to all interested in the history of the human race.  
Illustrated London News, 141 (28 Dec), supplement.  (Caption to a double-page picture showing an impress-
ionistic reconstruction of Eoanthropus hunting on the banks of the River Ouse. See Pycraft 1912 for further 
details. Amédée Forestier was a French born artist working for The Illustrated London News who became 
known for his carefully researched drawings of archaeological finds and prehistoric man. His hypothetical 
construction of the head of Piltdown Man, which also featured in Pycraft’s article, is reproduced on the front 
cover of this Bibliography.) 
 
Forestier, A. 1913. Periods of prehistoric man: Pleistocene types, weapons and tools.  Illustrated London 
News, 143 (23 Aug), 296–297.  (Numerous figures, including Keith’s reconstruction of the Piltdown jaw) 
 
Forestier, A. (see also Anon. 1912b, Woodward 1934) 
 
Fraipont, J. & Lohest, M. 1887. La race humaine de Néanderthal ou de Canstadt en Belgique: recherches 
ethnographiques sur les ossements humains découverts dans les dépôts quaternaires d’une grotte à Spy et 
détermination de leur âge géologique.  Archives de Biologie (Paris), 7, 587–757, plates XVII–XX. (Prior 
to the discovery described here, fossil remains of ancient man (now known to be Neanderthal) had been 
found at Engis (Belgium, 1829–30), Gibraltar (1848) and in the Neander valley (Germany, 1856). But as 
Spencer (1990a, 10) has pointed out: ‘...the evolutionary significance of these fossils went unrecognized 
until the discovery of “two remarkable human skeletons” at Spy, near Goyet, in the Belgian province of 
Namur, in 1886. Their discovery in association with the remains of several extinct mammals and a collection 
of stone implements closely resembling the Palaeolithic industry known as the Mousterian, left little doubt 
as to their geological age and also permitted Julien Fraipont (1857–1910), the Belgian anatomist and 
palaeontologist (who had been invited to examine this material) to forge an anatomical connection between 
the Spy skeletons and the remains from the Neander valley. From this emerged the first composite picture 
of the European Neanderthals, whom Fraipont characterized as being short in stature, but powerfully built, 
with strong and curiously curved thigh bones which seemingly must have required them to walk with a bend 
at the knees... but like others before him Fraipont believed this ancient form of humanity did little to bridge 
the structural gap between man and ape.’ See also comments under Woodward 1898.) 
 
Frassetto, F. 1918. Lezioni di antropologia. Vol. I. New ed.  Milano.  (Eoanthropus, pp. 340–343. Cited in 
Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Frassetto, F. 1927. New views on the “Dawn Man” of Piltdown (Sussex).  Man, 27, 121–124, plate. (Puts 
forward a new interpretation of the Piltdown jaw as belonging to a fossil orangutan, an argument also 
advanced by Friederichs in 1932) 
 
Freudenberg, W. 1915. [Review of Dawson & Woodward 1913a, Woodward 1913, and Dawson & 
Woodward 1914b.]  Neues Jahrbuch für Mineralogie, Geologie und Paläontologie, Jahrgang 1915, 1 (3), 
416–420.  (Woodward’s Stegodon sp. is here referred to Elephas cf. planifrons) 
 
Freudenberg, W. 1920. Die Entdeckung von menschenlichen Fußspuren und Artefakten.  Prähistorische 
Zeitschrift, ser. 2, 12, 1–56.  (Eoanthropus, pp. 53–54. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Freudenberg, W. 1925. Der Tertiärmensch in England.  Naturwissenschaften, 13, 452–455. (Considers the 
Piltdown and Foxhall finds. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Friederichs, H. F. 1932. Schädel und Unterkiefer von Piltdown (“Eoanthropus dawsoni Woodward”) in 
neuer Untersuchung.  Zeitschrift fürAnatomie und Entwicklungsgeschichte, 98, 199–266.  (Considers the jaw 
to represent that of a fossil orangutan, an argument first put forward by Frassetto in 1927. The jaw is here 
assigned to Boreopithecus dawsoni, and the skull to Homo piltdownensis. Includes a preface by Franz 
Weidenreich.) 
 
Fryd, C. F. M. 1955. Chemical changes in bones: a note on the analyses. In: Further contributions to the 
solution of the Piltdown problem / J. S. Weiner et al.  Bulletin of the British Museum (Natural  History), 
42 
 Geology, 2 (6), 266–267.  (Full details of the experimental work carried out in the Government Laboratory 
appear in Hoskins & Fryd 1955) 
 
Fuller, C. 1979. The Piltdown hoax.  Fate, 32 (May), 10–11.  (Not seen; not listed in Turrittin 2006) 
 
Gardiner, B. G. 1987. Lady Smith Woodward’s tablecloth.  The Linnean, 3 (3), 24–26.  (Quotes in full a 
letter from George Gaylord Simpson, one-time owner of the celebrated tablecloth bearing many notable 
signatures. The letter was written to Charles Blinderman on 21 Sept 1984 in response to a request for infor-
mation about Arthur Smith Woodward and Piltdown. Simpson had been invited to visit the Woodwards at 
their home in 1926 while he was researching Mesozoic mammals. With respect to the Piltdown forgery, he 
notes that ‘This was the one [sic.] great mistake in all of Smith Woodward’s extremely voluminous work. 
He certainly never knew that his Eoanthropus dawsoni was a hoax... He had, as he told friends, hoped to be 
made Director of the B.M.(N.H.). It has been said that he was so angry at not being made Director that he 
never entered the building or spoke to anyone still on the staff... I hope your book about the Piltdown hoax 
does not blame this on either Sir Arthur Smith Woodward or Père Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. As regards the 
latter, Steve Gould’s piece in Natural History for August, 1980 simply is not true or at best is not logical or 
acceptable. Teilhard, whom I knew very well, happened to be at the [American Museum of Natural History] 
when the discovery that Piltdown man was a hoax was made known. Teilhard told me that he had never before 
known and that it had never occurred to him as possible that “Eoanthropus” was a hoax. Father Teilhard, S.J., 
was often mistaken, but to my knowledge he never lied outright. Who dunit? Most likely Dawson alone. For 
one more bit of evidence, he had perpetrated a previous hoax.’ See comment under Simpson 1928.) 
 
Gardiner, B. G. & Currant, A. 1996. The Piltdown hoax: who done it?  Linnean Society of London, 8 pp.  
(Printed text of a Linnean Society presidential address delivered by Prof. Brian Gardiner on 24 May, in 
which Martin Hinton is accused of perpetrating the ‘hoax’. Reported by Gee 1996. Available at Clark 
University Piltdown Plot website.) 
 
Gardiner, B. G. 2003. The Piltdown forgery: a re-statement of the case against Hinton.  Zoological Journal 
of the Linnean Society, 139 (3), 315–335. (Tom Turrittin in his ‘A Piltdown Man reading list’ (Mar 2006, 
Richard Harter’s World), states that ‘Gardiner’s data is not convincing. He used no control groups, and there 
was no methodology set out beforehand for proof or disproof. In other words, it was extremely one-sided 
and unscientific. Gardiner and Currant’s historical arguments are equally weak. If you know enough about 
the history of the Piltdown forgery, you can just as easily argue against this theory.’) 
 
Garner-Howe, V. 1997a. Piltdown.  Current Archaeology, 13 (7), no. 151, 277.  (Correspondent was told by 
Lady Smith Woodward, sometime after the Second World War, that her husband ‘never forgave himself for 
being taken in by the forgery and felt ashamed about it for the remainder of his life.’ Compiler’s note: This 
statement is at odds with the evidence of his book The Earliest Englishman, which according to its preface 
was completed by him the day before he died and subsequently brought to publication by Maud Woodward 
herself! Her remarks, if made after 1953, were most likely a defensive fabrication. There is no clear evidence 
that her husband was aware of fraudulence, yet nagging doubts might explain the continuing explorations at 
Piltdown following his retirement, and might indeed have provided a slim basis for Maud Woodward’s 
remarks.) 
 
Garner-Howe, V. 1997b. Pilt versus Pit.  Sussex Past & Present, no. 81 (Apr), 14.  (‘As a child of 11 plus,  
I was fascinated by the history and stories of the past and used to talk to local people at Piltdown where we 
always spent our holidays. This was before World War One.’ She learned from the village postmaster that 
the name was previously Pilt Down (a fact confirmed by 19th-century Ordnance Survey maps), while the 
golf course green-keeper, Varnham, whose family had lived at Piltdown for generations, told her that ‘the 
place was originally called Pit Down, the name derived from the pit where bodies from the Plague had been 
buried. This pit was the highest point of the common, on the opposite side of the road to the building known 
as the Chapel with two very tall trees beside it... With regard to the Piltdown forgery, as children we watched 
two men one evening as they were scraping the bank and my father spoke to ‘Professor’ Woodward and 
asked if there had been any further finds. The answer was “I’m afraid not.”’ The reputed burial of plague 
victims at Piltdown is also recorded by Costello 1985, who suggests that the Piltdown skull might be linked 
to such burials, although the common is at some distance from Barkham Manor.) 
 
Gee, H. 1996. Box of bones ‘clinches’ identity of Piltdown palaeontology hoaxer.  Nature, 381 (23 May), 
261‒262.  (Summary of Linnean Society presidential address to be given by Brian Gardiner on 24 May in 
which Martin Hinton is accused of perpetrating the ‘hoax’, on the evidence of an old canvass trunk bearing 
his initials and containing mammalian bones and teeth, stained and carved. The report prompted reactions 
from Dempster 1996, Hall 1996, Lutes 1996, Sieveking 1996. For other reactions see Turrittin 2006, 21–22.) 
43 
 Geological Survey of Great Britain 1893. One-inch to the mile geological map [Old Series], England & 
Wales, sheet 5: geology published Dec 1864; new edition published Nov 1893, Chalk & Tertiary areas 
revised by W. A. E. Ussher and C. Reid.  [London: Geological Survey, engraved by Ordnance Survey & 
hand-coloured at the Geological Survey], 1 sheet.  (The Geological Survey map at this time contained only 
limited information on superficial, or ‘drift’, deposits. Alluvium is depicted together with the more obvious 
river valley gravels, here termed simply ‘Valley Gravel’. The well known spreads of gravel at Barcombe and 
Barcombe Mills are shown, but none of the smaller spreads had been recognised or surveyed in the upper 
reaches of the River Ouse valley; neither were individual terraces recognised. This is the official geological 
map that would have been consulted at the time of the Piltdown ‘discoveries’. The map covers much of East 
Sussex, including Newhaven, Lewes, Eastbourne, Hastings and Winchelsea. The river deposits, including 
the older terrace deposits, were revised in 1925 (Edmunds 1925) and transferred to New Series sheet 319 
Lewes, published in 1926 and accompanied by a descriptive memoir (White 1926). The area was resurveyed 
at a scale of 1:10 560, or six inches to the mile, in stages between 1964 and 1973. C. R. Bristow (1964) was 
responsible for remapping the area around Piltdown. The new information was issued on sheet 319 in 1979, 
accompanied by a new descriptive memoir by Lake et al. 1987.)  
 
Gibb, J. H. B. 1978. Bone of contention.  The Times, 4 Nov, 15.  (The writer, of Sherborne School, Dorset, 
describes the background to the Sherborne engraved bone discovery, which Prof Douglas claims was falsely 
dismissed by Sollas in 1924 in order to embarrass Smith Woodward. A response to Halstead 1978a) 
 
Giret, R. 2003. L’homme de Piltdown. In: Le sens de l’Evolution en question?  Association des Amis de 
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin / Colloques Internationaux Teilhard de Chardin.  Paris: Aubin Editeur, pp. 147‒ 
150.  (Not seen) 
 
Gish, D. T. 1985. Evolution: the challenge of the fossil record. El Cajon, Ca: Creation-Life Publishers, 278 pp.  
(Discussion of the Piltdown fraud, pp. 188–190. According to Duane Gish, the example of Piltdown, along 
with ‘Nebraska man’ (Hesperopithecus, based on a fossil tooth which turned out to belong to an extinct pig) 
and other cases of incorrect or disputed fossil identifications, shows that the so-called experts are easily fooled 
and don’t really know what they are talking about. In addition, palaeoanthropologists, along with other evol-
utionists, allow preconceived ideas to govern their scientific conclusions. Gish’s case against human evolution 
is shot through with omissions, distortions and non sequiturs. It is not a serious scientific discussion. It is meant 
for the public, which creationists hope to influence in their campaign to curtail instruction in evolution in 
public schools while ensuring that creationism is presented as an intellectually respectable alternative. From 
Harrold 1992.) 
 
Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1913a.  L’uomo attuale, una specie collettiva. Milano: Albrighi, Segati e C, 192 pp, 
13 plates.  (Briefly alludes to the Piltdown finds, pp. 120–121. The author is puzzled by the statement of 
Dawson and Woodward that they regard Piltdown as a contemporary of Heidelberg Man, and that flints of 
the Chellean type were found with the remains—flints of that type being considered much later in date than 
the Heidelberg jaw. At this stage it is impossible for him to make any further statement regarding the nature 
of Eoanthropus until figures, or better still, models of the remains are at his disposal. See review, probably 
by Arthur Keith, in Anon. 1913h) 
 
Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1913b. [Review of Dawson & Woodward 1913a].  Archivio per l’Antropologia e la 
Etnologia, 43, 184–186.  (While accepting Woodward’s argument for a connection between the Piltdown 
jaw and skull, the author registers some doubts about the distinctness of the genus Eoanthropus from Homo; 
Spencer 1990b, 63.) 
 
Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1917. La successione e la provenienza delle razze europee preneolitiche e i pretesi 
Cro-Magnon delle Canarie.  Rivista Italiana di Paleontologia, 22 (4), 59–67.  (In discussing the status of 
Piltdown Man, pp. 59–61, the author concurs with the views of Miller 1915 and Osborn 1916 in seeing no 
connection between the jaw and skull, for which he accepts the designations Pan vetus and Homo dawsoni 
respectively. He thinks that European anthropologists have taken a deferential position with regard to the 
views of Elliot Smith and Arthur Keith, yet the incompatibility between jaw and skull is clear.) 
 
Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1918. Unicità del philum umano con pluralità dei centri specifici.  Rivista Italiana di 
Paleontologia, 24  (1/2), 13–25.  (Comments on ‘Homo dawsoni’,  pp. 21–22. The writer remains sceptical 
about the claimed association between the Piltdown skull and jaw, at least until such time as a second 
individual is found. He had evidently not yet seen the formal paper by Woodward 1918 announcing the 
discovery of Piltdown II.) 
 
Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1919. La controversia sul fossile de Piltdown e l’origine del philum umano. Monitore 
Zoologico Italiano, 30 (1/2), 7–18. 
44 
 Giuffrida-Ruggeri, V. 1921. Su l’origene del uomo: nuove teorie e documenti. Bologna, 267 pp, 13 plates. 
(Piltdown, pp. 83–89, etc. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Given, J. C. M. 1914. Recent discoveries of fossil man.  Liverpool Medico-Chirurgical Journal, 34 (July), 
227–242.  (Finds at Piltdown, pp. 234–244. With reference to the lower jaw he notes that ‘In August last the 
canine tooth belonging to this half of the jaw turned up, and Dr Smith Woodward informs me that by carefully 
putting the earth and gravel through fine-meshed sieves, he has found both the nasal bones and some small 
fragments of what he thinks is the vomer. The bones were all found lying close together. Mr Dawson first 
found one fragment by chance, some time before the others, and this had been already dug up by workmen.’ 
The writer goes on to provide a detailed anatomical description of the jaw and cranium.) 
 
Glover, M. J. & Phillips, G. F. 1965. Chemical methods for the dating of bones.  Journal of Applied 
Chemistry, 15, 570–576.  (Including a discussion of the techniques employed on the Piltdown remains) 
 
Godwin-Austen, R. A. C. (Dawson, in Dawson & Woodward 1913a, cites Godwin-Austen (Austen 1851) 
and Dixon 1878 with reference to the occurrence of Pleistocene elephant in the gravels at Barcombe. It is 
possible that the reference to elephant in these gravels is spurious or results from a misunderstanding. Austen 
1851 (he later adopted the surname Godwin-Austen) does not appear to speak from personal knowledge when 
he states that large mammals have been found in the Barcombe gravels (assuming that the ‘accumulation’ 
in which these fossils occur actually relates to the gravels at Barcombe mentioned in his previous sentence: 
see quote under Austen 1851). Mantell 1833, 41–43, in his account of the ‘Organic remains of the Diluvial 
deposits’ of Sussex (under which term he includes both terrace gravels and Head deposits), records the remains 
of elephant near Arundel and at Brighton, Hove and Patcham, but makes no reference to mammalian remains 
in the river gravels at Barcombe. In the introduction to his chapter on ‘Diluvium’ (p. 27), Mantell states that ‘It 
is in these accumulations of diluvial débris, that the bones and teeth of elephants, horses, and other quadrupeds, 
are discovered.’ It is possible that Austen actually had this general statement in mind when he referred to finds 
of large mammals. See also Mantell 1833 and Dixon 1878.) 
 
Goodwin, A. J. H. 1953. The curious story of the Piltdown fragments.  South African Archaeological 
Bulletin, 8, no. 32 (Dec), 103–105.  (Not seen) 
 
Gornall, J. 2003a. Elementary, my dear scientists: is this proof that Conan Doyle was the Piltdown hoaxer.  
The Times, 31 July, T2.11.  (The writer has been searching for clues to Conan Doyle’s possible connection 
with the Piltdown fraud. Desperate for something, anything, he finally gets a clue from Richard Milner of 
the American Museum of Natural History, who points him to a possible cryptogram which can be found in 
chapter XV of The Lost World. There is a passage in the book where the explorers are handed a slip of bark 
by a native, upon which is written in charcoal a series of 18 marks in a line looking at first sight ‘like some 
sort of rough musical score.’ Malone is convinced, from the expression on the native’s face, that the marks 
signify something important. “Unless,” says Summerlee, “ we have come upon a primitive practical joker, 
which I should think would be one of the most elementary developments of man.”  See Gornall 2003b) 
 
Gornall, J. 2003b. Code comfort: has Conan Doyle’s supposed Piltdown cryptogram made monkeys of us 
all?  The Times, 19 Sept, T2.7.  (‘A few weeks ago we asked Times readers if they could crack what appeared 
to be a cryptogram in the 1912 Arthur Conan Doyle story The Lost World... The challenge, to a readership 
sharpened by daily combat with The Times crossword, proved irresistible to many. It also proved too much, 
and Conan Doyle’s possible involvement in the 1912 fraud remains unproven.’ There then follows a number 
of, shall we say, interesting interpretations from Times readers. It should however be pointed out that the 
‘cryptogram’ reproduced in the Times article is not the same as that which appears on p. 287 of the first 
English edition of The Lost World; while in the American edition (p. 277) it is different again, and is both 
reversed and upside down! The name Curupuri is here misattributed: see Hammerton 2003) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1979a. Piltdown revisited.  Natural History, 88, (3), 86–97.  (A consideration of the historical 
conundrum ‘why did anyone ever accept Piltdown man in the first place?’) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1979b. Smith Woodward’s folly.  New Scientist, 82 (5 Apr), 42–44.  (Slightly edited version of 
Gould 1979a. See reaction from Oakley 1979b) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1980a. The panda’s thumb: more reflections in natural history.  New York: W. W. Norton & Co; 
published in Pelican Books 1983, reprinted Penguin Books 1990.  (Essay 10: Piltdown revisited, pp. 92–104 
of Penguin edition, reprinted from Natural History, Mar 1979, with additional postscript in which he puts 
forward a more forceful case, suggested but dismissed in the original article, implicating Teilhard de Chardin 
as co-conspirator with Dawson.) 
45 
 Gould, S. J. 1980b. The Piltdown conspiracy.  Natural History, 89, (8), 8–28.  (Develops his case implicating 
Teilhard de Chardin. The paper prompted reactions from Berry 1980, Costello 1981a, Daniel 1981, Dodson 
1981, Koenigswald 1981, Lukas 1981, McCulloch 1981, Schmitz-Moormann 1981, Washburn 1981a, and 
others, all of which were adversely critical of Gould’s argument. See Turrittin 2006, 26–27, for discussion 
and further references.) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1981. Piltdown in letters.  Natural History, 90, (6), 25–30.  (Reply to letters of criticism from 
Professors Dodson, Washburn, and Koenigswald, following the publication of his article (Gould 1980b) in 
the Aug 1980 issue of Natural History) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1983a. Hen’s teeth and horse’s toes.  New York: W. W. Norton & Co. (Essay 16: The Piltdown 
conspiracy, pp. 201–226, reprinted from Natural History, Aug 1980, with additional footnotes.  Essay 17:   
A reply to critics, pp. 227–240, written for this volume as a commentary in response to further criticism 
received in connection with Gould 1980b subsequent to the correspondence already published in the June 
1981 issue of Natural History (Gould 1981). This book contains the most complete statement of Gould’s 
views on the matter. A key element in Gould’s argument―Teilhard’s supposed knowledge of the Sheffield 
Park site in 1913, two years before Dawson announced the finding there of Piltdown II―was subsequently 
shown by Spencer 1990a to be incorrect: see comments under Tobias 1992.) 
 
Gould, S. J. 1983b. Piltdown debate: not so elementary. Science 83, 4 (9) Nov, 22–23. (A response to Winslow 
& Meyer 1983, which attempted to implicate Conan Doyle. Gould is primarily concerned with their criticism 
of his case against Teilhard. ‘As to their case for Conan Doyle, what can one say of an evidence-free argument 
based on speculations about motive?’) 
 
Gould, S. J. (for an interesting interpretation of Gould’s scientific debating method, see McCulloch 1983) 
 
Goulden, M. S. 2009a. Excavating humanness: palaeoanthropology at the human–animal boundary.  
University of Nottingham: unpublished PhD thesis.  (Includes a section ‘On popular representations of 
Piltdown Man’. Not seen) 
 
Goulden, M. S. 2009b. Boundary-work and the human–animal binary: Piltdown man, science and the 
media.  Public Understanding of Science, 18, 275‒291.  (Neither the title nor the paper’s abstract is 
understandable, making this a worthy addition to the mad, bad world of Piltdown) 
 
Graves, P. 1992 (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: ‘Tobias’s review presents an authoritative and 
convincing[?] account of this intractable case.’ The writer goes on to discuss the wider issue of ethics in the 
presentation of science, admitting that scientific fraud has become a growth industry. ‘In anthropology and 
archaeology it often seems as if the adoption of a controversial position, whether one believes it or not, has 
become essential to any “hard-sell” bid for notoriety. This is at least dishonesty, if not fraud. Meanwhile, with 
the growth of relativistic paradigms in some areas of debate, it almost seems as if the concept of truth is 
considered obsolete!’ See also Medawar 1963.) 
 
Grayson, D. K. 1983. The establishment of human antiquity.  New York: Academic Press, xii,262 pp. (Cited 
in Spencer 1990a) 
 
Gregory, W. K. 1914a. The Dawn Man of Piltdown, England. American Museum Journal, 14 (5), 188–200. 
(Gregory was a vertebrate palaeontologist based at the American Museum of Natural History in New York 
City. He visited Smith Woodward to view the Piltdown material in September 1913 (Spencer 1990b, 102–
103). Concerning the Piltdown remains he states: ‘It has been suspected by some that geologically they are 
not old at all; that they may even represent a deliberate hoax, a negro or Australian skull and a broken ape 
jaw, artificially fossilized and ‘planted’ in the gravel-bed, to fool the scientists’. Against this suspicion he 
notes that ‘none of the experts who have scrutinized the specimens and the gravel-pit and its surroundings 
has doubted the genuineness of the discovery.’ With respect to the Piltdown jaw, an illustrated comparison is 
made with those of a female orangutan and a modern negro. At this stage Gregory was inclined to accept an 
association between the Piltdown jaw and skull.) 
 
Gregory, W. K. 1914b. The Dawn Man of Piltdown: was he one of the missing links?  Scientific American, 
Supplement. (Not seen, but Blinderman 1986, 85, has the following quote: ‘Of first importance is the question 
of the age of these remains, and in considering this the suggestion that has been made that there was anything 
in the nature of a “plant” or hoax may be disregarded in view of the circumstances of the discovery.’) 
 
46 
 Gregory, W. K. 1916a. Studies on the evolution of the primates. II. Phylogeny of recent and extinct 
anthropoids, with special reference to the origin of man.  Bulletin of the American Museum of Natural 
History, 35, 258–355.  (Shares the view of Miller 1915 that the Piltdown mandible belongs to a Pleistocene 
species of chimpanzee, pp 313–320, 323, 345–347; with an appendix by W. D. Matthew on the association 
of the Piltdown skull and jaw, 348–350.) 
 
Gregory, W. K. 1916b. Note on the molar teeth of the Piltdown mandible.  American Anthropologist, new 
ser, 18, 384–387.  (In view of Gerrit S. Miller’s detailed comparisons between the Piltdown jaw and teeth, 
and those of a large series of chimpanzees, the author concurs with Miller’s view that the former represents 
an extinct species of chimpanzee.) 
 
Gregory, W. K. 1920. The origin and evolution of the human dentition: a palaeontological review (continued).  
Journal of Dental Research, 2 (4), 607‒717.  (Piltdown, pp. 680‒88, 696‒97. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Gregory, W. K. 1929. Our face from fish to man. New York & London: G. P. Putnam, 295 pp. (Eoanthropus, 
pp. 72, 141, 143, including figs 37, 38, 41, 42, 45); 2nd ed. Capricorn Books, 1965. 
 
Gregory, W. K. & Hellman, M. 1926. The dentition of Dryopithecus and the origin of man.  Anthropological 
Papers American Museum of Natural History, 28 (1), 1–348. (Including discussion of Piltdown molars) 
 
Gregory, W. K.  (see also Matthew, Eastman & Gregory 1916, Osborn & Gregory 1923;  for biographical 
memoirs see Colbert 1975, Washburn 1981) 
 
Grigson, C. 1990a. Missing links in the Piltdown fraud.  New Scientist, 125 (13 Jan), 55–58.  (Suggests that 
Frank Barlow, chief preparator in the Geology Department at the Natural History Museum, may have been 
Dawson’s accomplice. It is argued that Barlow had a financial stake in the production and sale of casts of 
the Piltdown Man restoration along with the individual components. See Grigson 1992 for addendum.) 
 
Grigson, C. 1990b. Putting the pieces together.  Times Literary Supplement, 14 Dec, 1343.  (Review of 
Piltdown: A scientific forgery and The Piltdown papers, by F. Spencer. See reply by Spencer 1991b, and 
response, Grigson 1991. Not seen) 
 
Grigson, C. 1991. Sir Arthur Keith and the Piltdown forgery.  Times Literary Supplement, 1 Feb, 13. (A 
reply to Spencer 1991b. Not seen. Much of what she said was reiterated in Grigson 1992.) 
 
Grigson, C. 1992  (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: refutes several of Spencer’s/Tobias’s so-
called pointers to Keith’s guilt in the Piltdown affair. For example, she rightly points out that Dawson’s 
visits to the museum of the Royal College of Surgeons in search of the 13th vertebra did not require him to 
meet with Keith. Dawson himself made it clear, in a letter to Woodward (Dawson 1912), that he had been 
obliged to photograph examples displayed in the glass cases ‘under the nose of Keith and his assistant’, 
implying an element of subterfuge on his part. Grigson objects to the suggestion made by Spencer 1991b 
that her defence of Keith is in consequence of her Royal College of Surgeons affiliation. She notes that 
‘whilst my researches in the Royal College’s archives have led me to admire Keith for his persistence in 
encouraging research in the college and defending its museum, they have also convinced me that he was a 
conceited, humourless bore with very little knowledge of archaeology.’ Following publication of Grigson 
1990a she received several letters from people who had known Frank Barlow, from which it transpires that  
he and two other colleagues, A. H. Bishop and C. A. Wray, “were inveterate practical jokers up to all kinds of 
pranks.” She concludes, ‘Is it too much to suppose that Dawson joined a bunch of jokers at the BMNH to 
perpetrate one of the most successful practical jokes of all time―so successful, indeed, that nearly 80 years 
later we are still wasting time on it?’) 
 
Haddon, A. C. 1913. Eoanthropus dawsoni.  Science, 37 (17 Jan), 91–92.  (Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Haddon, A. C. 1924. The races of Man and their distribution. 2nd ed.  Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, viii,184 pp, 10 plates.  (Eoanthropus, p. 54. Cited in Quenstedt 1936) 
 
Hall, E. T. 1953. Quantitative analysis by secondary x-rays for use particularly in archaeology. University 
of Oxford: unpublished DPhil thesis.  (Including an account of its application to the Piltdown remains) 
 
Hall, E. T. 1955. The spectroscopic methods of analysis in archaeology.  Advancement of Science, 12, 
no. 45, 8–11.  (Hall applied  X-ray fluorescence spectroscopy to determine the nature of the staining of the 
Piltdown remains in 1953, which is here only briefly noticed, thus: ‘Lastly, might be mentioned the use of 
the X-ray spectrometer in identifying the chromate and iron staining of the Piltdown fragments and flints. 
47 
 Here we have a typical example where this type of non-destructive investigation can be of use on unique 
specimens. Moreover, since the staining, particularly of the flint, was extremely thin, but covered a comp-
aratively large surface, the method was extremely sensitive in the estimation of the chromium present.’) 
 
Hall, E. T. 1996. Riddle of the tenth man.  Nature, 381 (27 June), 728.  (With reference to the claims of 
Brian Gardiner reported in Gee 1996, the writer points out that whereas manganese was reported to be 
present on the stained teeth found in Hinton’s old trunk, there was no trace of it on the Piltdown material, 
and there is thus no similarity. He further points out that potassium dichromate, and not chromic acid, was 
used in the staining process. Likewise Gee’s report is incorrect in stating that the orangutan jaw was not 
stained in the same way as the other Piltdown artefacts. All of this is detailed in Hall’s thesis, 1953.) 
 
Hall, E. T. (see Oakley & Weiner 1953; for obituaries see Anon. 2001, Young 2001) 
 
Halstead, L. B. 1978a. New light on the Piltdown hoax?  Nature, 276 (2 Nov), 11–13.  (Presents the 
substance of a tape recording made by Prof  J. A. Douglas in which it is suggested that Dawson may have 
been aided by W. J. Sollas. The first published announcement of this new accusation had appeared in 
The Sunday Telegraph a few days before (Holliday & Williams 1978) although the tape-recording had 
been played at a symposium of Comparative Anatomy and Palaeontology at the University of Reading in 
September. Reports also featured in The Times (Parker 1978) and The Guardian (Pallister 1978). Reactions   
to these features appeared from Gibb 1978, Oakley 1978, Wade, 1978, Weiner 1979, Langham 1979, Farrar 
1979a, Daniel 1979; for other responses see Turrittin 2006, 20.) 
 
Halstead, L. B. 1978b. The Piltdown hoax.  The Times, 25 Nov, 13.  (Reply to Oakley 1978, in which the 
writer states that he has found no evidence that Sollas ever used potassium dichromate in the preparation of 
serial sections, a method of investigation pioneered by Sollas. Halstead then goes on to implicate Martin 
Hinton of the Natural History Museum, based on ‘evidence’ that he supplied Piltdown’s orangutan jaw from 
the museum collections. ‘The current scenario would seem to be one of an extensive conspiracy involving 
Hinton, a few other colleagues in the Museum, with Teilhard de Chardin contributing a Tunisian elephant 
tooth and the “missing” canine. The expertise involved in the wide extent of the Piltdown hoaxes still 
assuredly points to Sollas.’ Awkwardly for Halstead’s elaborate thesis, Hinton always professed the jaw to 
be that of a chimpanzee―a bluff perhaps? See Hinton 1953. There was a further response from Oakley 
1979a following Halstead’s reply to Weiner.) 
 
Halstead, L. B. 1979. The Piltdown hoax: cui bono?  Nature, 277 (22 Feb), 596.  (Reply to Weiner’s 
criticism of his support for the case against W. J. Sollas. This prompted another response from Oakley 1979a 
concerning Sollas’s use of potassium dichromate) 
 
Halstead, L. B. (for a biographical notice see Sarjeant 1993)  
 
Hammerton, M. 2003. Conan Doyle ‘mystery’.  The Times, 27 Sept, 29.  (With reference to the supposed 
messages encoded by Sir Arthur Conan Doyle in The Lost World (Gornall 2003b), the correspondent notes 
that the Curupuri mentioned in the book is not a reference to ape-men, but to the spirit of the woods. ‘Later, 
when the Dauntless Four encounter ape-men on the plateau, the two professors differ as to whether they 
should be classified as Dryopithecus or as Pithecanthropus: there is no mention of Piltdown’s Eoanthropus.’ 
Prof Hammerton slips up here, because Eoanthropus was not formally announced until after the publication 
of Doyle’s Lost World.) 
 
Hammond, M. 1979. A framework of plausibility for an anthropological forgery: the Piltdown case.  
Anthropology, 3 (1/2), 47–58.  (An examination of the preceding factors that helped to make Piltdown Man 
believable in 1912. From Turrittin 2006, who elsewhere has described this as ‘an excellent summary’.) 
 
Hammond, M. 1988. The shadow man paradigm in paleoanthropology, 1911–1945.  In: Bones, bodies, 
behavior: essays on biological anthropology / edited by G. W. Stocking, Jr.  Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Press, pp. 117–137. (Examines the period when human fossils were frequently put on dead side-
branches of mankind’s family tree, in favour of a theoretical presapiens ancestor. Cited in Turrittin 2006) 
 
Hammond, N. 1980. Expert views differ on Jesuit’s role in the Piltdown Man forgery.  The Times, 15 July, 
17.  (The theory that Teilhard de Chardin helped to perpetrate the Piltdown Man forgery has received support 
from Dr. Kenneth Oakley, formerly of the Natural History Museum. He said that ‘a letter written to him by 
Teilhard in 1954 had given him “strong indications that Teilhard was in collusion with Charles Dawson.” 
Professor Joseph Weiner, however, said that the charge was “little more than conjecture.” After quoting 
further the independent views of Oakley and Weiner, the piece ends by noting that ‘Rumour in the academic 
48 
 world has it that documentary proof of Teilhard’s guilty collusion with Dawson exists, but is being suppressed 
by the scholar who holds it.’ See response from Oakley 1980b) 
 
Hammond, N. 1996. Was Piltdown’s finder its faker?  The Times, 31 Oct, 22.  (A review of Walsh 1996. 
‘Yet another solution to the Piltdown mystery has been proposed, which for the first time in decades does 
not involve ruining the reputation of a distinguished scientist. Instead, the Sussex solicitor Charles Dawson, 
the “discoverer” of Piltdown Man, is fingered as the only villain... Mr Walsh suggests that one reason for 
Dawson’s actions, in pursuit of scientific honours...may have been sibling rivalry. His younger brother 
Trevor was knighted, and then made a baronet.’) 
 
Hammond, N. 1997. Piltdown skull linked to Saxon cemetery.  The Times, 31 Mar, 22.  (A summary of the 
recent claims of John Clements of the Hastings Museum Association, who believes that Dawson could have 
sourced the Piltdown skull from material excavated from a 6th century cemetery on Hastings East Hill in 
1858. Amongst the material was one very thick skull. Two more thick skulls were found in 1912, and 
vanished a few months before Piltdown Man was ‘discovered’. Dawson was closely associated with the 
museum and thus would have had free access to the material. See Clements 1997a‒b.) 
 
Hampton, F. A. (‘During the 1970s it was reported that the psychiatrist Frank Anthony Hampton (1888–
1967) had confessed to a friend that he had concocted the Piltdown forgery. A subsequent investigation of 
Hampton by Dr H W Ball (former Keeper of the Department of Palaeontology [NHM]) and Dr Ian Langham 
failed to substantiate the story. A review of this file, and subsequent evidence recovered from Kenneth Oakley’s 
private papers relating to Hampton simply do not support Hampton’s reported confession.’ From Spencer 
1990a, 237, n. 86. The file referred to is held by the Natural History Museum.)  
 
Hansen, C. 1983. A questionable theory – Dr. Watson’s neglected patients.  Medical Bulletin, 9 (2), 61‒64.  
(A comment on the accusations made by Winslow & Meyer 1983 against Conan Doyle. Not seen.) 
 
Hargreaves, V. (Venus Hargreaves was the farm labourer employed by Dawson and Woodward to break up 
and dig the loosely cemented gravel at Barkham Manor. He features in a number of photographs of the excav-
ation site. Francis Vere (1955), concerned only with defending Dawson, suggested that the Piltdown forger 
was one of the diggers who had been hired to work at the Piltdown site, implying Hargreaves. Esbroeck 1972 
has also implicated Hargeaves in league with William Butterfield.) 
 
Harris, W. E., Woodward, A. S. & Keith, A. 1921. On the Broken Hill skull.  Illustrated London News, 
680–687. (Comparison with Piltdown, p. 682, & illus, pp. 680 & 683. See comments under Woodward 1921) 
 
Harrison, B. 1904. An outline of the history of the eolithic flint implements.  Ightham: The Author, 23 pp. 
 
Harrison, B. (see also Harrison, E. R.) 
 
Harrison, E. R. 1928. Harrison of Ightham: a book about Benjamin Harrison, of Ightham, Kent, made up 
principally of extracts from his notebooks and correspondence. London: Humphrey Milford, Oxford University 
Press, xvi,395 pp.  (Benjamin Harrison, 1837–1921, was the leading figure in the British eolithic movement 
during the last decade of the 19th century around whom there became established a band of disciples known 
as the Ightham Circle. ‘The discovery in 1911 of the Piltdown skull was an event of great archaeological 
interest, and Harrison corresponded with Charles Dawson, the finder, concerning the geological position in 
which the bones were found, receiving from him samples of flints and gravel.’ Harrison wrote the following 
letter to W. J. Lewis Abbott, on 17 May 1913: ‘Martin came on Sunday last and I had a hurried look at the 
Geological Society’s journal and just time to read the discussion on the Piltdown skull. When I carefully 
scanned the lithographs [of the supposed implements] I must confess that I had my doubts. To me most of 
them were meaningless. To-day there came a post card from Dawson stating that he was motoring around 
my area and would call. He came with a friend. Mr. Dawson produced a small flint and asked me, ‘what do 
you think of this?’ I could only say that nature had formed the hollow, and that there was no work of man 
upon it to prove that it was ever used by our ancestors. I then showed him my two best sets of eoliths: the 
‘pamphlet’ set [Harrison 1904], and a strong group of hollow scrapers’, p 303.) 
 
Harrison, G. A. 1983. J. S. Weiner and the exposure of the Piltdown forgery.  Antiquity, 57, no. 219, 46‒48. 
(Quotes remarks set down by Joe Weiner shortly before his death, correcting some misconceptions which 
appear to have grown up concerning the early stages in the exposure of the Piltdown forgery.) 
 
Harrison, G. A. 1990. Hominid whodunnit.  Nature, 348 (22 Nov), 369‒370.  (Review of Frank Spencer’s 
Piltdown Forgery and Piltdown Papers. Reviewer is unconvinced by the argument concerning Arthur Keith’s 
supposed involvement in the conspiracy and recounts the opinion of J. S. Weiner as expressed to him at the 
time.) 
49 
 Harrison, G. A. 1992  (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: ‘This presentation contains little that is 
new. Essentially it says no more than that Tobias shares Langham’s and Spencer’s view that Sir Arthur Keith 
was involved in the perpetration of the Piltdown fraud. For me the case remains as weak as ever, and I find 
myself guilty of many of the sins that are used as evidence against Keith―failure to remember people I have 
once met, not having met people I should have met, confusion over dates and slips of the tongue and pen 
over events and semantics, delegation of authority for access to departmental material, selective destruction 
of correspondence, respect of confidences and loyalty to friends, unwillingness to invade people’s privacy, 
and being disliked by at least some people. Thank goodness I wasn’t around in 1912!’) 
 
Harrison, G. A. & Collins, K. 1982. In memoriam: Joseph Sydney Weiner (1915–1982). Annals of Human 
Biology, 9 (6), 583–592. 
 
Harrison, G. A. (see also Miles, H. 2003) 
 
Harrison, J. M. 1962. The Hastings Rarities.  The Times, 15 Aug, 11. (A response to Anon. 1962. Harrison 
was personally acquainted with George Bristow, the taxidermist at the centre of the Hastings Rarities affair, 
and considers him to have been completely honest. See also Harrison 1968) 
 
Harrison, J. M. 1968. Bristow and the Hastings Rarities affair.  St. Leonards-on-Sea: A. H. Butler, 160 pp, 
5 plates.  (Examines the controversy which surrounded the claims of the late taxidermist, George Bristow, 
about the authenticity of rare species of birds found in Kent and Sussex in the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries. Harrison provides a strident defence of Bristow and rejects the idea that Bristow’s perceived guilt 
is in any way confirmed by his association with Charles Dawson. See Russell 2003, 135‒140, for a discussion 
of Dawson’s supposed involvement in the affair, for which he can find no conclusive evidence. See also short 
discussion in Turrittin 2006, 12, where additional references are cited.) 
 
Harrison, T. 1959. The Piltdown forgery: A. H. Everett and Niah.  Sarawak Museum Journal, 9 (13/14), 
147–150.  (A. H. Everett’s collection of sub-fossil orangutan specimens from the Niah caves of Sarawak 
were given to the Natural History Museum and catalogued by Smith Woodward in 1899. The suggestion is 
made that the collection could have been the source of the jaw used at Piltdown.) 
 
Harrold, F. B. 1992  (contribution to discussion in Tobias 1992c: ‘The circumstantial evidence so skilfully 
assembled and analyzed by Tobias (and by Spencer 1990) points to Arthur Keith as Charles Dawson’s mystery 
accomplice more strongly than to any other candidate. Keith’s uncharacteristic act of destroying all his 
correspondence with Dawson is particularly suspicious... It may be asked whether anthropologists should care 
about this ancient hoax...[but] as arguably the most successful fraud in the history of science, it is especially 
valuable as a case study of the factors influencing acceptance or rejection of scientific ideas... Many anti-
evolutionists, called “scientific creationists,” argue that the fossil and geological records are actually 
consistent with a literalistic interpretation of the creation account in Genesis. They are led by a cadre of 
writers and lecturers, some with advanced degrees in technological and scientific fields [e.g. Gish 1985], 
who attack numerous aspects of evolutionary science. Not surprisingly, paleoanthropology is one of their 
favourite targets, and Piltdown man is one of their weapans.’ See Turrittin 2006, 10–11, for a brief résumé    
of pseudoscientific and anti-evolution literature in the context of Piltdown.) 
 
Haward, F. N. 1912. The chipping of flints by natural agencies.  Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society of 
East Anglia, 1 (2), 185–193, [9] plates.  (Paper read 4 Dec 1911. The author demonstrates how flints of 
‘eolithic’ type may be formed by natural processes. ‘My imagination and antiquarian ideas prompt me to 
accept Eoliths as Man’s work; for it seems improbably that the typical Palæolithic implements of the 
Pleistocene deposits are the first. My reason, observation, and geological knowledge, however, make me 
doubt, and finally conclude that the vast majority of these meaningless chipped flints are the result of 
Nature’s work and not Man’s.’ This paper was a counter argument to Moir 1912a, which preceded it.) 
 
Haward, F. N. 1913. The problem of the eoliths.  Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society of East Anglia, 1 
(3), 347–359, plates LXXXI–XCI. (Discusses the experimental work on flint chipping by Warren and Moir, 
the mechanics of flint chipping, and the geological and stratigraphical position of eoliths. The writer notes 
that eoliths are found in association with palaeoliths on the Kent Plateau, yet W. H. Cook has pointed out that 
some of the palaeoliths from the plateau are much more rolled and of much deeper ochreous patina than the 
associated eoliths. ‘In short, if the “Eoliths” are of Pliocene age, then the associated “old brown” and much-
rolled Palæoliths must be older still.’) 
 
Hawkes, E. W. 1916. Skeletal measurements and observations of the Point Barrow Eskimo with compari-
sons with other Eskimo groups.  American Anthropologist, 18 (2), 203–244.  (In discussing the occurrence 
of a thirteenth thoracic vertebra in some individuals of the Inuit, the author notes that ‘More recently Charles 
50 
 Dawson has drawn attention to the frequency of extra vertebrae in the Eskimo’, pp. 213-214. Since no source 
is given for this statement, it is likely that it derives from a report in The New York Times (Anon 1914b). The 
writer appears to have been unaware of the work of Le Double 1912, which   may have been the 
springboard for Dawson’s observations. See Dawson 1912.) 
 
Hawkins, H. L. 1930. Pebbles of quartzite near Piltdown.  Geological Magazine, 67 (1), 28‒30.  (‘In July of 
1929 I visited the classic locality of Piltdown under the guidance of Sir A. Smith Woodward. After paying 
homage at the tomb of Eoanthropus we descended from the plateau to the low-level gravel terrace that flanks 
the flood-plain of the River Ouse.’ Here, in a new gravel pit at a place called Sharp’s Bridge, at 38 ft above 
O.D., they found predominantly pebbles of more or less worn fragments of ironstone and ferruginous sand-
stone derived from the Wealden deposits. ‘In addition to these, there occur occasionally brown-coated sub-
angular flints, which agree so closely with those found in the Eoanthropus plateau (about 100 feet above) 
that it seems safe to assume their derivation from that source. To our great surprise we found associated with 
these expected constituents a not inconsiderable number of pebbles of quartzite and vein-quartz.’) 
 
Haywood, I. 1987. Faking it: art and the politics of forgery.  Brighton: Harvester Press, v,154 pp. 
(Archaeological forgery and fictions of the first human, pp. 90‒103: including a discussion of the Moulin-
Quignon and Piltdown Man forgeries) 
 
Head, J. O. 1971. Piltdown mystery.  New Scientist, 49 (14 Jan), 86.  (Letter prompted by a commentary in 
New Scientist, 48 (10 Dec), 471, which reported Louis Leakey’s strong hint, as reported by the Sunday Times, 
that he believed the ‘hoaxer’ at Piltdown to have been Teilhard de Chardin. Mr Head recounts a conversation 
he had with Robert Essex, who knew both Dawson and Teilhard. ‘One of Essex’s points lay in his estimation 
of the personalities of the two men: Dawson being pompous, self-opinionated and unimaginative, far more 
likely to be the victim than perpetrator of such a hoax, whereas Teilhard was, as Leakey states, well known 
as a practical joker.’) 
 
Heal, V. 1980. Further light on Charles Dawson.  Antiquity, 54 (Nov), no. 212, 222‒225.  (Presents evidence 
that casts doubt on the authenticity of several of Dawson’s archaeological ‘discoveries’, notably a Neolithic 
flint hatchet in a wooden haft from East Dean and an ancient boat of clinker construction from Bexhill, 
neither of which was preserved. The author is a research student at Cambridge working on prehistoric wood 
technology in N.W. Europe. See also remarks by John H. Combridge 1981.) 
 
Hedges, R. E. M., Housley, R. A., Law, I. A. & Bronk, C. R. 1989. Radiocarbon dates from the Oxford 
AMS system: Archaeometry Datalist 9.  Archaeometry, 31, 207–234.  (See Spencer & Stringer 1989) 
 
Heizer, R. F. & Cooke, S. F. 1954. Comments on the Piltdown remains.  American Anthropologist, 56 (Feb), 
92–94.  (In the light of their experience in investigating and evaluating fluorine and other constituents of 
archaeological human and animal bone, the authors draw certain conclusions from the findings of Weiner, 
Oakley and Le Gros Clark, as reported in Washburn 1953. They would regard the jaw, molar and canine of 
Piltdown I and the molar of Piltdown II as of very recent origin. The fluorine content of the bones mentioned 
does not exceed the range found in fresh bone, while the values for nitrogen content (3.9‒5.1%) all lie at or 
above the average value for fresh human and animal bone, which is about 4%. Even a relatively short period 
of interment of the order of 100 to 300 years, as shown by burials in culturally late California sites, reduces 
the nitrogen content rapidly to not higher than 3%. The Piltdown I skull, together with the frontal fragment 
of Piltdown II, all give indication of moderate age. On the other hand, the fluorine and nitrogen values for 
the occipital fragment of Piltdown II are conflicting and imply one of three possibilities: (1) a modern bone 
introduced as a hoax; (2) an archaeological specimen removed from its original site elsewhere and introduced 
to the Piltdown locality, or (3) an indigenous bone in the Piltdown gravels.) 
 
Henderson, M. 2003. Piltdown hoax hunt narrows to two men.  The Times, 6 Sept, 15.  (New research on 
the Piltdown fraud, conducted by experts at the Natural History Museum, has narrowed the list of suspects 
from 27 names to just two men, Charles Dawson and Martin Hinton. Fresh analysis of the suspects’ corresp-
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